National Aeronautics and Space Administration 

Headquarters 

Washington, DC 20546-0001 



May 8,2019 


Reply to attn. of: Office of Communications 


Ms. Jamie Corey 
Senior Researcher 
Documented 
P.O. Box 258084 
Madison, WI 53725 


Re: FOIA Tracking Number 19-HQ-F-00389 
Dear Ms. Corey: 

This is an interim response to your Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request to the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), dated and received in this office on 
March 26, 2019. You seek the following records that were created or obtained by NASA 
between January 1, 2019, and the date the records search is conducted: 

1) Records pertaining to the Presidential Committee on Climate Security (PCCS), including 
but not limited to records regarding the Deputies Committee Meeting on the Presidential 
Committee on Climate Security that took place on February 22, 2018; and 

2) Communications between James Bridenstine, and William Happer, Patrick Moore, or any 
member or representative of the C02 Coalition. 

In an email, dated March 29, 2019, you narrowed item 1 of your request to only include 
records, as described, that are in the custody of James Bridenstine, James Morhard, or 
Melanie Saunders. You additionally narrowed item 2 of your request to communications 
between James Bridenstine and William Happer or Patrick Moore. You provided the 
following email addresses to assist with the search for item 2: happer@princeton.edu , and 
pmoore@ecosense.me . 

In response to your request, searches were initiated in NASA’s Information Technology and 
Communications Division (ITCD), 1 Office of the Administrator (OOA), and Office of 
International and Interagency Relations (OIIR), using the following search terms: “William 
Happer,” “Happer,” “Whapper@nsc.eop.ic.gov,” “Happer@princeton.edu,” 
“@co2coalition.org,” “Presidential Committee on Climate Security,” “Patrick Moore,” and 
“Pmoore@ecosense.me.” 


1 Please note that the ITCD search was conducted to search the email accounts of the following NASA officials: 
Administrator James Bridenstine, Deputy Administrator James Morhard, Chief of Staff Janet Karika, Deputy 
Associate Administrator Melanie Saunders, and Associate Administrator for Legislative Affairs Suzanne Gillen. 
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The searches within ITCD and OOA are complete at this time. The ITCD search located the 
enclosed records responsive to your request. No additional records were located within OOA. 
We will provide you with another response once our review of OIIR records is complete. 

We reviewed under the FOIA the responsive records located thus far to determine whether 
they may be accessed under the FOIA's provisions. Based on that review, this office is 
providing the following: 

45 page(s) are being released in full (RIF); 

12 page(s) are being released in part (RIP); 

_page(s) are withheld in full (WIF); 

_page(s) were referred to another office/agency. 

NASA redacted from the enclosed documents information falling under FOIA exemption 6. 
Exemption 6 allows withholding of “personnel and medical files and similar files the 
disclosure of which would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.” 5 
U.S.C. § 552(b)(6)(emphasis added). NASA invokes exemption 6 to protect the names, email 
addresses, and other contact information of third parties referenced in these records. 

Appeal 

Because processing is not yet complete on your request, we ask that you defer any appeals 
until we complete our production of records. You do, however, have the right to appeal my 
action on your request thus far. Please send any appeal to: 

Administrator 
NASA Headquarters 
Executive Secretariat 
ATTN: FOIA Appeals 
MS 9R17 
300 E Street S.W. 

Washington, DC 2054 

Both the envelope and letter of appeal should be clearly marked, “Appeal under the Freedom 
of Information Act.” You must also include a copy of your initial request, the adverse 
determination, and any other correspondence with the FOIA office. In order to expedite the 
appellate process and ensure full consideration of your appeal, your appeal should contain a 
brief statement of the reasons you believe this initial determination should be reversed. 

Assistance and Dispute Resolution Services 

For further assistance and to discuss any aspect of your request you may contact NASA’s 
Principal FOIA Officer, Nikki Gramian, via telephone at 202-358-0625 or via e-mail at 
Nikki.N.Gramian@NASA.gov . You may also send correspondence to Ms. Gramian at the 
following address: 

Freedom of Information Act Office 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
NASA Headquarters 
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300 E Street, S.W., 5P32 
Washington D.C. 20546 
Fax: 202-358-4332 


Additionally, you may contact the Office of Government Information Services (OGIS) at the 
National Archives and Records Administration to inquire about the FOIA mediation services 
it offers. The contact information for OGIS is as follows: 


Office of Government Information Services 
National Archives and Records Administration 


8601 Adelphi Road-OGIS 
College Park, Maryland 20740-6001 
Email: ogis@nara.gov 
Telephone: 202-741-5770 
Toll free: 1-877-684-6448 
Fax: 202-741-5769 


Important : Please note that contacting any agency official including the undersigned, 
NASA’s Chief FOIA Public Liaison, and/or OGIS is not an alternative to filing an 
administrative appeal and does not stop the 90 day appeal clock. 


Sincerely, 



Stephanie K. Fox 

Team Lead / Chief LOIA Public Liaison 


Enclosures 





Re: Exploration and Economic Wake-up calls for America and Western Europe 


From: 

To: 

Cc: 


Sent: 

Received: 



Clemons, Jason W. 

(JSC-AD)[MORI ASSOCIATES INCJ <jason.w.clemons(a)nasa.gov>, Conley Carolynn 
(JSC-WR1) [MEI] <carolynn. conley-1@nasa.gov>, Cremins, Tom (HQ-AH000) 
<tom.cremins-1 @nasa.gov>, 

Dress^av!c^MP^R^^5^aavicu^rress@nasau30v>, 



, Gerstenmaier, William H. (HQ- 



iarry, bil 

</O=NASA/OU=JSC/cn=Recipients/cn=700628966>, Clemons, Jason W. (JSC- 
AD)[MORI ASSOCIATES INC] </0=NASA/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE 
GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Clemons, Jason W 
574393620255>, Conley, Carolynn (JSC-WR1)[MEI TECHNOLOGIES INC] 
</0=NASA/0U=JSC/cn=Recipients/cn=729119731 >, Cremins, Tom (HQ-AH000) 
</O=NASA/OU=JSC/cn=Recipients/cn=HQ007639>, Dress, David A. (LARC-E5) 
</0=NASA/OU=EXTernal 

(FYDIBOHF25SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=7fde2b04b1 af4f19a15132034db9770f>, 
Gerstenmaier, William H. (HQ-CA000) 

</0=NASA/0U=JSC/cn=Recipients/cn=986226466>, Kitmacher, Gary H. (JSC- 
0X111) </O=NASA/OU=JSC/cn=Recipients/cn=531244033>, Geyer, Mark S. (JSC- 
AA111) </0=NASA/0U=JSC/cn=Recipients/cn=238347311>, Bridenstine, James F. 
(HQ-AAOOO) </0=NASA/0U=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP 
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Bridenstine, James F 8724750558df> 

January 6, 2019 5:37:49 AM EST 
January 6, 2019 5:38:00 AM EST 


In human spaceflight; America needs to be cautious. 


The last four Presidential Administrations in America have destroyed the 
Space Transportation System and kept human spaceflight in the doldrums. 


Re_ Exploration and Economic Wake- 
up calls for America and Western 





















Why? - Must be determined by the current National Space Council. 


America must develop a U.S.Space Force and protect America's space 
assets from the Barbary pirates of the world. 

A combination of capabilities will be required. 

Exploring beyond cis lunar space with humans is political bloviation at 
this time. 

Lindbergh flew the Atlantic to make money. American industry helped 
develop Air Travel for the same reason. 

Space has become a potential war zone. 

Best wishes to American capitalism. 

Dialogue is highly recommended. 


On 1/5/2019 11:48 PM, 
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wrote: 


Exploration and Economic Wake-up calls for America and Western Europe 


On January 2, China achieved a milestone in space exploration. The Chang4 rocket deployed a lander that made a 
soft landing on Lunar Far-side. 


They were able to take advantage of a communications transmission satellite previously placed in orbit at lunar 
Lagrange point 2, where it will orbit the moon precisely once per month, always staying above Lunar Far-side to relay 
commands and acquire data. 


Their rover, named Yutu2, is now carefully exploring the region around the lander. 


America’s mainstream media, to their discredit, have seriously underreported this event. The website <space.com 
<http://space.com/>> does a fair job here: https://www.space.com/42914-china-far-side-moon-landing-crewed-lunar- 
plans.html <https://www.space.com/42914-china-far-side-moon-landing-crewed-lunar-plans.html> , but the silly over¬ 
flooding of advertisements on <space.com <http://space.com/»’s webpages ends up driving most viewers elsewhere. 

It will be interesting to see the extent to which China shares information acquired by this enormous achievement. 

The “Wolf Amendment,” Public Law 112-55, SEC. 539 <http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-112publ55/html/PLAW- 
112publ55.htm>: and other legislation prohibiting science exchange with China will be seriously called into question if 
China’s data sharing proves to be extensive. 

So how do I link my two favorite subjects, namely Space and Climate into a “wake up call”? 

1: There is a huge disparity in resource allocation between China, America, and Western Europe. China is totally 
focused on lifting its population out of poverty, and using technology to do so. It is achieving this by expanding 
overseas markets for its products, and going so far as to develop them by judicious infrastructure creation. Their 
multipronged efforts in Africa are an example. Summertime Arctic Ocean container ship transits (destined to a Chinese 


Re_ Exploration and Economic Wake- 
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owned off-loading facility in Rotterdam) is another. This all falls under their well-known “Belt & Road Iniative.” 

2: China has basically exempted itself from the 2015 Paris Climate Accords until 2030. In this way it can concentrate 
on part one above. The next paragraph shows how much money they will not spend on what is essentially foolishness, 
and instead apply it to productive enterprises. 

3: America and Western Europe are mired in a Climate Change fantasy that is sucking about $1 trillion out of their joint 
economies - an incomprehensible mind-boggling diversion of resources that will produce essentially nothing. By 
contrast, the US Apollo Space Program managed by NASA, created technologies that have positively affected every 
human being on the planet. Commerce, Industry, Medicine, Agriculture, Transportation, etc., etc.; all have benefited 
enormously from NASA’s endeavors, and those gains will continue well into the future. 

4: Attempts to link accelerating atmospheric C02 to sea level rise have failed miserably. No non-subsiding long term 
Tide Gauge on the planet can be found that shows any evidence of C02 induced acceleration in the rate of sea level 
rise. In zones that are tectonically inert - neither rising nor subsiding - sea level rises at a long term unchanging rate 
centering upon 1.2 mm per year. 

5: Take a look at a recent write-up of a single Agricultural Greenhouse Gasses conference in Germany (Courtesy of 
Albrecht Glatzle) extracted here: 


********** 


The official report on the Berlin conference has been published today: 
https://www.agrighg-2018.org/fileadmin/ghg-agriculture/AgriGHG2018_SummaryReport.pdf 
My report was published earlier here: 

https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2018/10/14/to-eat-meat-or-not-to-eat-meat-is-that-the-planetary-ghg-question/ 
<https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2018/10/14/to-eat-meat-or-not-to-eat-meat-is-that-the-planetary-ghg-question/> 
In case you do not believe it: Both reports refer to the same conference. 


********** 


Try to add up the costs (current and future research, attendance, transportation and other expenses) involved, just for 
this conference. Do your best to discern if anything productive will result. These, and similar events are duplicated in 
every country on a weekly basis, and the financial “investment” has extraordinarily little productive output, if any. 

6: Every $ billion spent on “Climate” is a $ billion NOT spent on high speed rail, infrastructure improvements, high 
energy density development (e.g: Thorium LFTR, Fusion), NASA technology development - all things that have 
productive output. Solar and Wind are low energy density and can barely recoup production costs. 

7: The last administration, during an eight-year spending spree, managed to add an incredible and almost uncountable 
amount to our national debt. It exceeded more than the sum total of every administration preceding it, from 
Washington to Bush. Those amounts included costs of every Government department that ever existed, every war 
ever fought, all the disaster relief ever spent, and NASA too. Every dollar spent on climate was simply thrown away, 
and prevented valuable medical, industrial, and technological research to occur. China was under none of those 
constraints, and the results are obvious. 

In summary, Chang4’s achievements should be a signal that America and Europe needs to receive. China’s 
successes over the last two decades are impressive and climate oriented funds diversion was irrelevant in that 
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progress. To be sure, China knows that coal fired particulate generation needs to be addressed, but that is totally 
unrelated to colorless, odorless C02, which has a long string of benefits in its own right. Go to https://co2coalition.org 
<https://co2coalition.org/> for factual details, and The Heartland Institute’s http://climatechangereconsidered.org 
<http://climatechangereconsidered.org/> for an intensive counterpoint to the wasted $ trillion that continues to drain 
and cripple the economic progress of the West. 

Feel free to distribute, forward, and work at persuading your legislators to support our nation’s space program!!! 


Re_ Exploration and Economic Wake- 
up calls for America and Western 




Re: Exploration and Economic Wake-up calls for America and Western Europe 


From: 

To: 

Cc: 


Sent: 

Received: 
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lemons, 

Jason W. (JSC-AD)[MORI ASSOCIATES INCJ <jason.w.clemons@nasa.gov>, Conley 
Carolynn (JSC-WR1) [MEI] <carolynn.conley-1 @nasa.gov>, Cremins, Tom (HQ- 
AH000) <tom.cremins-1 @nasa.gov>, [ 

Dress, David A. (LARC-E5) 

<david.a.dress@nasa.gov>, | 



Gerstenmaier, William H. (HQ-CA000) <william.h.gerstenmaier@nasa.gov>, 




| Kitmacher Gary 



</O=NASA/OU=JSC/cn=Recipients/cn=700628966>, Clemons, Jason W. (JSC- 
AD)[MORI ASSOCIATES INC] </0=NASA/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE 
GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Clemons, Jason W 
574393620255>, Conley, Carolynn (JSC-WR1 )[MEI TECHNOLOGIES INC] 
</0=NASA/0U=JSC/cn=Recipients/cn=729119731>, Cremins, Tom (HQ-AH000) 
</O=NASA/OU=JSC/cn=Recipients/cn=HQ007639>, Dress, David A. (LARC-E5) 


</0=NASA/0U=EXTernal 


(FYDIBOHF25SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=7fde2b04b1 af4f19a15132034db9770f>, 
Gerstenmaier, William H. (HQ-CA000) 

</0=NASA/0U=JSC/cn=Recipients/cn=986226466>, Kitmacher, Gary H. (JSC- 
0X111) </O=NASA/OU=JSC/cn=Recipients/cn=531244033>, Geyer, Mark S. (JSC- 
AA111) </0=NASA/0U=JSC/cn=Recipients/cn=238347311>, Bridenstine, James F. 
(HQ-AAOOO) </0=NASA/0U=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP 
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Bridenstine, James F 8724750558df> 

January 6, 2019 10:57:32 AM EST 
January 6, 2019 10:57:46 AM EST 


Bravo 

A simply stunning and truthful summary! 

Needs to be highlighted on the TRCS website, IMO! 
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Sent from my iPhone 


On Jan 5, 2019, at 11:48 PM, 


<mailto[ 


l> wrote: 


Exploration and Economic Wake-up calls for America and Western Europe 


On January 2, China achieved a milestone in space exploration. The Chang4 rocket deployed a lander that made a 
soft landing on Lunar Far-side. 


They were able to take advantage of a communications transmission satellite previously placed in orbit at lunar 
Lagrange point 2, where it will orbit the moon precisely once per month, always staying above Lunar Far-side to relay 
commands and acquire data. 


Their rover, named Yutu2, is now carefully exploring the region around the lander. 


America’s mainstream media, to their discredit, have seriously underreported this event. The website <space.com 
<http://space.com> > does a fair job here: https://www.space.com/42914-china-far-side-moon-landing-crewed-lunar- 
plans.html , but the silly over-flooding of advertisements on <space.com <http://space.com> >’s webpages ends up 
driving most viewers elsewhere. 

It will be interesting to see the extent to which China shares information acquired by this enormous achievement. 

The “Wolf Amendment,” Public Law 112-55, SEC. 539 <http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-112publ55/html/PLAW- 
112publ55.htm> : and other legislation prohibiting science exchange with China will be seriously called into question if 
China’s data sharing proves to be extensive. 

So how do I link my two favorite subjects, namely Space and Climate into a “wake up call”? 

1: There is a huge disparity in resource allocation between China, America, and Western Europe. China is totally 
focused on lifting its population out of poverty, and using technology to do so. It is achieving this by expanding 
overseas markets for its products, and going so far as to develop them by judicious infrastructure creation. Their 
multipronged efforts in Africa are an example. Summertime Arctic Ocean container ship transits (destined to a Chinese 
owned off-loading facility in Rotterdam) is another. This all falls under their well-known “Belt & Road Iniative.” 

2: China has basically exempted itself from the 2015 Paris Climate Accords until 2030. In this way it can concentrate 
on part one above. The next paragraph shows how much money they will not spend on what is essentially foolishness, 
and instead apply it to productive enterprises. 

3: America and Western Europe are mired in a Climate Change fantasy that is sucking about $1 trillion out of their joint 
economies - an incomprehensible mind-boggling diversion of resources that will produce essentially nothing. By 
contrast, the US Apollo Space Program managed by NASA, created technologies that have positively affected every 
human being on the planet. Commerce, Industry, Medicine, Agriculture, Transportation, etc., etc.; all have benefited 
enormously from NASA’s endeavors, and those gains will continue well into the future. 

4: Attempts to link accelerating atmospheric C02 to sea level rise have failed miserably. No non-subsiding long term 
Tide Gauge on the planet can be found that shows any evidence of C02 induced acceleration in the rate of sea level 
rise. In zones that are tectonically inert - neither rising nor subsiding - sea level rises at a long term unchanging rate 
centering upon 1.2 mm per year. 

5: Take a look at a recent write-up of a single Agricultural Greenhouse Gasses conference in Germany (Courtesy of 
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Albrecht Glatzle) extracted here: 


The official report on the Berlin conference has been published today: 
https://www.agrighg-2018.org/fileadmin/ghg-agriculture/AgriGHG2018_SummaryReport.pdf 
My report was published earlier here: 

https://blog.friendsofscience.org/2018/10/14/to-eat-meat-or-not-to-eat-meat-is-that-the-planetary-ghg-question/ 
In case you do not believe it: Both reports refer to the same conference. 


Try to add up the costs (current and future research, attendance, transportation and other expenses) involved, just for 
this conference. Do your best to discern if anything productive will result. These, and similar events are duplicated in 
every country on a weekly basis, and the financial “investment” has extraordinarily little productive output, if any. 

6: Every $ billion spent on “Climate” is a $ billion NOT spent on high speed rail, infrastructure improvements, high 
energy density development (e.g: Thorium LFTR, Fusion), NASA technology development - all things that have 
productive output. Solar and Wind are low energy density and can barely recoup production costs. 

7: The last administration, during an eight-year spending spree, managed to add an incredible and almost uncountable 
amount to our national debt. It exceeded more than the sum total of every administration preceding it, from 
Washington to Bush. Those amounts included costs of every Government department that ever existed, every war 
ever fought, all the disaster relief ever spent, and NASA too. Every dollar spent on climate was simply thrown away, 
and prevented valuable medical, industrial, and technological research to occur. China was under none of those 
constraints, and the results are obvious. 

In summary, Chang4’s achievements should be a signal that America and Europe needs to receive. China’s 
successes over the last two decades are impressive and climate oriented funds diversion was irrelevant in that 
progress. To be sure, China knows that coal fired particulate generation needs to be addressed, but that is totally 
unrelated to colorless, odorless C02, which has a long string of benefits in its own right. Go to https://co2coalition.org 
for factual details, and The Heartland Institute’s http://climatechangereconsidered.org for an intensive counterpoint to 
the wasted $ trillion that continues to drain and cripple the economic progress of the West. 

Feel free to distribute, forward, and work at persuading your legislators to support our nation’s space program!!! 
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Fwd: FYI 


From: Morhard, James W. (HQ-AB000) <james.w.morhard@nasa.gov>, Morhard, James W. 

(HQ-AB000) </0=NASA/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP 
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=MORHARD, JAMES W 253267755878> 

To: Bridenstine, James F. (HQ-AA000) <james.f.bridenstine@nasa.gov>, Bridenstine, 

James F. (HQ-AA000) </0=NASA/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP 
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Bridenstine, James F 8724750558df> 

Sent: February 20, 2019 5:17:05 PM EST 

Received: February 20, 2019 5:17:06 PM EST 


FYI 


.- Original Message. 

From: "Condes, Albert (HQ-TA000)" <acondes@nasa.gov> 

Date: Wed, February 20, 2019 4:29 PM -0500 

To: "Morhard, James W. (HQ-AB000)" <james.w.morhard@nasa.gov> 

CC: "Feldstein, Karen C. (HQ-TA000)" <karen.c.feldstein@nasa.gov> 

Subject: FYI 

Jim: 

I thought you might find this article of interest given the upcoming meeting: 

<https://www.cnn.com/2019/02/20/politics/white-house-climate-panel-william-happer/index.html> 

https://www.cnn.com/2019/02/20/politics/white-house-climate-panel-william-happer/index.html 

Regards, 

Al 

Al Condes 

Associate Administrator for 

International and Interagency Relations 
NASA Headquarters 
300 E St. S.W. 

Washington D.C. 20546 
Tel. (202) 358-0400 
Fax (202) 358-4329 

e-mail: <mailto:ACONDES@NASA.GOV> ACONDES@NASA.GOV 


Fwd FYI 







Re: FYI 


From: Morhard, James W. (HQ-AB000) </0=NASA/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE 

GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=MORHARD, JAMES W 
253267755878> 

To: Condes, Albert (HQ-TA000) </0=NASA/OU=JSC/cn=Recipients/cn=HQ000430> 

Sent: February 20, 2019 5:16:21 PM EST 

Received: February 20, 2019 5:16:21 PM EST 

Thanks Al. 

-Original Message. 

From: "Condes, Albert (HQ-TA000)" <acondes@nasa.gov> 

Date: Wed, February 20, 2019 4:29 PM -0500 

To: "Morhard, James W. (HQ-AB000)" <james.w.morhard@nasa.gov> 

CC: "Feldstein, Karen C. (HQ-TA000)" <karen.c.feldstein@nasa.gov> 

Subject: FYI 

Jim: 

I thought you might find this article of interest given the upcoming meeting: 
https://www.cnn.com/2019/02/20/politics/white-house-climate-panel-william-happer/index.html 

Regards, 

Al 

Al Condes 

Associate Administrator for 

International and Interagency Relations 
NASA Headquarters 
300 E St. S.W. 

Washington D.C. 20546 

Tel. (202) 358-0400 

Fax (202) 358-4329 

e-mail: ACONDES@NASA.GOV 







FW: Committee Chairs Question Rationale for Proposed NSC Climate Change 
Panel 


From: 

To: 

Sent: 

Received: 

Attachments 

Jim: 

FYI, see belo 
Regards, 

Al 

From: Science Committee Press [mailto:ScienceCommitteePress@mail.house.gov] 

Sent: Thursday, February 28, 2019 3:19 PM 

To: Eskandani, Rebekah <Rebekah.Eskandani@mail.house.gov>; Matoush, Monica 
<Monica.Matoush@mail.house.gov>; Montfort, Elysa <Elysa.Montfort@mail.house.gov>; Sarvana, Adam 
<Adam.Sarvana@mail.house.gov> 

Subject: Committee Chairs Question Rationale for Proposed NSC Climate Change Panel 
For Immediate Release 
February 28, 2019 
Contact 

Johnson: Rebekah Eskandani (202) 225-6375 

Smith: Monica Matoush <mailto:Monica.Matoush@mail.house.gov>(202) 225-4151 

Pallone: Elysa Montfort <mailto:Elysa.Montfort@mail.house.gov> (202) 225-5735 

Grijalva: Adam Sarvana <mailto:Adam.Sarvana@mail.house.gov>(202) 225-6065 

Committee Chairs Question Rationale for Proposed NSC Climate Change Panel 

(Washington, DC) - Today, four Plouse Committee Chairs sent a letter 
<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https- 

3A_science, house.gov_sites_democrats.science, house.gov_files_documents_2.28.19-2520Letter-2520to- 

2520Trump-2520Secret-2520Climate- 

2520Panel.pdf&d=DwMFAw&c=ApwzowJNAKKw3xye91w7BE1XMRKi2LN9kiMk5Csz9Zk&r=80eB84JAfe2ouXtqXJn9 
wQ0435hx1jdDgtJe5blbHFw&m=PlacCjomOeplBOnelrrmdSr_DOrvPlnJqSz8aV_Zt6JrA&s=aUMBTDJuKP7emordjkM 
S5FmdALSaAs8jJmb3L_CxNsll&e=>to President Trump expressing concerns and raising questions about recent 
reports that the National Security Council (NSC) plans to assemble a secret panel to counter the scientific consensus 


Condes, Albert (PIQ-TA000) <acondes@nasa.gov>, Condes, Albert (FIQ-TA000) 
</0=NASA/OU=JSC/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=HQ000430> 

Morhard, James W. (HQ-ABOOO) <james.w.morhard@nasa.gov>, Morhard, James 
W. (HQ-ABOOO) </0=NASA/0U=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP 
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Morhard, James W 253267755878> 

February 28, 2019 5:28:27 PM EST 
February 28, 2019 5:28:27 PM EST 
imageOOl .jpg 


FW Committee Chairs Question 
Rationale for Proposed NSC Climate 





on climate change and question its impacts on the national security of the United States. 

The letter was sent by Armed Services Chairman Adam Smith (D-WA), Energy and Commerce Chairman Frank 
Pallone, Jr. (D-NJ), Natural Resources Chairman Raul M. Grijalva (D-AZ), and Science, Space, and Technology 
Chairwoman Eddie Bernice Johnson (D-TX). 

“The decision to convene this NSC panel represents yet another action by your Administration in a line of many that 
run counter to the overwhelming scientific consensus on the causes and impacts of climate change,” wrote the four 
Committee Chairs. “Given the previous statements you have made that fly in the face of explicit scientific evidence and 
the findings of your own DoD and Director of National Intelligence, we have serious concerns about any effort to 
construct a secret committee to question the basic scientific fact of climate change.” 

The letter also highlights concerns about the reported involvement of Dr. William Happer, who appears to be leading 
the efforts to undermine the consensus regarding the national security implications of climate change. 

“Dr. Happer does not have the qualifications to serve on a working group that should be composed of climate 
scientists, if it is to exist at all. Dr. Happer is an atomic physicist, not an expert on climate, and his statements on 
climate change have been repeatedly debunked by actual climate scientists,” the Committee Chairs continued. 

The full text of the letter can be found here. <https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https- 

3A_science, house. gov_sites_democrats. science, house. gov_files_documents_2.28.19-2520Letter-2520to- 

2520Trump-2520Secret-2520Climate- 

2520Panel.pdf&d=DwMFAw&c=ApwzowJNAKKw3xye91w7BE1XMRKi2LN9kiMk5Csz9Zk&r=80eB84JAfe2ouXtqXJn9 

wQ0435hx1jdDgtJe5blbHFw&m=HacCjomOeplBOnelrrmdSr_DOrvHnJqSz8aV_Zt6JrA&s=aUMBTDJuKP7emordjkM 

S5FmdALSaAs8jJmb3L_CxNsU&e=> 

### 

Please visit www.science.house.gov <https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http- 

3A_www. science, house. gov&d=DwMFAw&c=ApwzowJNAKKw3xye91 w7BE1XMRKi2LN9kiMk5Csz9Zk&r=80eB84J 

Afe2ouXtqXJn9wQ0435hx1jdDgtJe5blbHFw&m=HacCjomOeplBOnelrrmdSr_DOrvHnJqSz8aV_Zt6JrA&s=UFHNDjrE 
UROyZEFFI-F_BrQui3GU2nFgbHbmkhQMfOM&e=> for more information. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE TRUMP EPA TRANSITION TEAM.pdf 


Steve, 

I hope you will remember me from the time we served together on the NASA-JPL Standing Review Board for the 
Entry, Descent and Landing (EDL) phase of the Mars Science Laboratory Mission that landed the big rover "Curiosity" 
on Mars. Since February 2012, I have been leading a group of mostly NASA-JSC retired scientists and engineers in an 
unfunded, all volunteer, independent assessment of the human caused global warming controversy. We call our 
research team, The Right Climate Stuff (TRCS) Research Team. I am writing to encourage NASA Administrator 
Bridenstime and his staff to support President Trump's proposal for a Presidential Commission on Climate Security 
(PCCS) as discussed in the attached letter to President Trump from our research team. 

Based on our TRCS research team's independent assessment findings posted in several reports and video briefings 
on our website: 

http://www.TheRightClimateStuff.com <https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http- 

3A_www.therightclimatestuff.com_&d=DwMFaQ&c=ApwzowJNAKKw3xye91w7BE1XMRKi2LN9kiMk5Csz9Zk&r=C0 

aKhYUsTOIgrOLD- 

D1nNo4vZ8GBmPQV2uSrtXluXYU&m=CqM2Cw9ShQC0lkT1 UwiXBJkdz5mEqnsq67k7AfYEtdU&s=3VG56HucLW09 
AJCpCBjJucQ_HAZXHqhFuP5kRykjoeA&e=> , 

Home 

<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http- 

3A_www.therightclimatestuff.com_&d=DwMFaQ&c=ApwzowJNAKKw3xye91w7BE1XMRKi2LN9kiMk5Csz9Zk&r=C0 

aKhYUsTOIgrOLD- 

D1 nNo4vZ8GBmPQV2uSrtXluXYU&m=CqM2Cw9ShQC0lkT 1 UwiXBJkdz5mEqnsq67k7AfYEtdU&s=3VG56HucLW09 
AJCpCBjJucQ_HAZXHqhFuP5kRykjoeA&e=> 

we believe an independent scientific review of the US government research on human-caused global warming is 
urgently needed. This would include NASA GISS's published and ongoing research and research methods and related 
"climate change" articles posted on NASA's website. The primary problem our independent assessment has 
uncovered is that most climate research and alarming climate forecasts are made on the basis of un-validated climate 
simulation models that don't agree with each other and don't agree with readily available data on the history of 
atmospheric Greenhouse Gas (GHG) concentrations and earth global mean surface temperature data. 

Our team's independent assessment approach was to determine global mean surface temperature sensitivity to 
atmospheric GHG concentrations using a very simple algebraic earth surface temperature model derived from 
Conservation of Energy considerations and validated with readily available physical data. Our simple model derivation 
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is presented in the Appendix of the attached Nov. 2016 report submitted to the Trump Transition Team at the EPA, 
and its validation with physical data is presented in Section 2.0 of the report. These results have also been presented 
at several international climate conferences. 

In the Spring of 2012, about 50 former NASA Managers, engineers and astronauts wrote to NASA Administrator 
Bolden about our concerns regarding NASA climate research findings and alarming climate forecasts being made by 
NASA GISS leadership. We were essentially ignored and the NASA Chief Scientist at the time, Dr. Waleed Abdalati, 
was quoted in a magazine interview wit The Huffington Post, that NASA as an agency did not have an official position 
on human-caused climate change, and if we NASA retirees disagreed with published NASA research, we should do 
our own research and join the scientific debate. We have done that. I suggested to Robert Lightfoot early in 2017, 
whom I knew and did some consulting for during his early career at the NASA Stennis Space Center, that our 
independent assessment of the global warming issue suggested an independent scientific review of NASA GISS 
climate research methods and findings should be conducted. I don't think Robert had a chance to follow-up on my 
suggestion during his short time as NASA Administrator. 

For the most part, NASA management seems content to let GISS employees publish their research in peer-reviewed 
journals without taking any responsibility as an agency, for the methods and quality of their research. Unfortunately, in 
climate science, journal peer-reviews are often nothing more than "pal-reviews" and fall far short of the kind of NASA 
oversight and non-advocacy reviews I was accustomed to during my NASA manned space career and even for 
expensive unmanned programs such as the Mars Science Laboratory Mission where you and I served as independent 
reviewers. I believe the importance of NASA climate research publications referenced in high-impact US government 
public policy decisions, is much more important to our country than the success of the unmanned MSL Program with a 
cost of less than $2 billion to US taxpayers. The cost of human-caused climate change mitigation proposals such as 
"The Green New Deal" would be several orders of magnitude more costly to US taxpayers without much current 
scientific evidence to support the need for such drastic changes to our economy and energy infra-structure. 

I hope you and Administrator Bridenstine will join with many of us experienced scientists and engineers from other 
fields of science who have studied the human-caused global warming issue and believe an objective, independent 
review of all US government climate science research is necessary to ensure rational public policy decisions regarding 
C02 and other GHG emissions are made by our government. I have known Dr. Will Happer, currently working for the 
National Security Advisor, Ambassador John Bolton, for more than four years through our mutual independent 
research of the human-caused global warming issue. He is familiar with the independent research findings of our 
NASA-retiree team. He has been selected to organize an independent review of US government climate science 
status through a proposed Presidential Commission on Climate Security (PCCS). We urge that NASA management 
recommend to President Trump that this much needed independent scientific review take place. 

Sincerely, 

Hal Doiron 


Harold H. Doiron, PhD 
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March 18, 2019 


President Donald J. Trump 
1600 Pennsylvania Ave, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear President Trump, 

I am writing on behalf of an all-voluntary group of mostly NASA retirees called The Right Climate Stuff 
research team, that has been studying the claims of human-caused global warming for the past 7 years. 
We have completed our independent assessment of our initial objective, "To What Extent Does Burning 
Fossil Fuels Cause Harmful Global Warming?" and published our research findings on our website: 
www.TheRightClimateStuff.com . We have also presented our research findings at several international 
climate conferences. We believe your proposed Presidential Commission on Climate Security (PCCS) is 
required for your administration to sort out climate facts all researchers can agree on and specifically 
identify where disagreement remains, so that focused research can be funded to remove any remaining 
disagreement to support rational public policy decisions on the climate change issue. 

We concluded that burning all currently known world-wide reserves of coal, oil and natural gas, as 
officially documented by the US Energy Information Administration (EIA), could not raise global mean 
surface temperatures more than one degree C above current perfectly acceptable levels. Such a small 
amount of human-caused global warming is very unlikely to be realized before 2100. When the enormous 
benefits of the considerable fertilizing effects of higher C02 levels in the atmosphere are considered, 
continued unrestricted use of fossil fuels until market forces dictate a transition to alternative energy 
sources, cannot be a major climate threat requiring swift, corrective government action. At least not until 
such time that climate scientists can confidently remove so much of their current uncertainty from their 
climate forecasts. We believe the proposed PCCS review will conclude, as we have, that their unnecessary, 
excessive uncertainty results from use of un-validated climate simulation models. In contrast, based on 
our NASA training and experience dating back to the Apollo Program, our highly confident conclusions 
result from careful analysis of readily available physical data, as required by The Scientific Method. 

We believe you have identified an excellent candidate in your administration. Dr. William Happer, in the 
office of the National Security Advisor to organize the PCCS review of climate science and ensure this 
review will be conducted in a strictly objective, scientific manner without partisan political interference. 


Sincerely, 





Harold H. Doiron, PhD 

Chairman, The Right Climate Stuff Research Team 
2604 Piney Woods Dr, 

Pearland TX, 77581 


CC: U.S. Senators from Texas, The Honorable John Cornyn and Ted Cruz 

U.S. Congressmen from Texas, The Honorable Pete Olson, Randy Weber and Chip Roy 
NASA Administrator, The Honorable James F. Bridenstine 
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Abstract 


The TRCS goal is to determine the extent to which burning fossil fuels can 
cause harmful global warming. To determine if this is the root cause of the slight 
amount of observed global warming, we did a simple bounding analysis based on 
the physics of interaction of currently increasing atmospheric C02 with heat 
radiating from the sun and the earth. In accordance with “The Scientific Method,” 
we compared our results with the best available global temperature data 
measured since the beginning of widespread use of fossil fuels. Our analysis fits 
the measured Global Mean Surface Temperature (GMST) data for the past 
century and a half very well and we predict that C02 emissions will continue 
to have no significant effect on global warming. In our report, our validated model 
predicts at most, only 1 deg C additional warming above current levels by 2100. 
This is in clear contrast to the poor, unvalidated models used for justification by the 
EPA to start unilateral C02 emission controls that have a serious potential for 
wrecking the US economy without having any effect at all on climate. 

The power and uniqueness of our approach is that the measured data reflects the 
results of the actions and interactions of the numerous climate forcing functions 
which have confounded attempts to solve this complex problem by use of 
computerized climate models for the last 37 years. We believe our analysis has the 
same quality of accuracy as many of the analyses we performed for manned space 
flights during the Apollo program. 


TRCS Motto 


“In God we trust, all others bring data” 


It doesn't matter how beautiful your theory is, it doesn't matter 
how smart you are. If it doesn't agree with experiment, it's wrong. 
Richard Feynman 1918-1988 
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RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE TRUMP TRANSITION TEAM INVESTIGATING 
ACTIONS TO TAKE AT THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA) 

Harold H Doiron 

Chairman, The Right Climate Stuff Research Team 
November 30, 2016 


SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

It is imperative that the scientific and threat risk arguments used to justify the EPA’s 
C02 Endangerment Finding and Social Cost of carbon (SCC) values, be reviewed by a 
scientific panel composed of members from broad scientific backgrounds and 
experience, and without conflicts of interest. Our research team of retired NASA Apollo 
Program veterans has such a broad base of scientific expertise and experience, without 
conflicts of interest, as we have reached our conclusions from an unfunded, all¬ 
volunteer, independent and objective study of these issues as documented in various 
reports and climate conference presentations posted on our website: 
www.TheRiqhtClimateStuff.com 

We recommend: 

> NASA’s Independent Program Assessment Office (IPAO) as a model federal 
government office experienced in vetting and selecting a broad spectrum of 
qualified review team members without conflicts of interest. 

> Using NASA-STD-7009 as a guideline for model validation and configuration 
control requirements for models used for design or operational decisions 
involving human safety. The unilateral GHG emissions regulations the EPA has 
decreed and proposed have potentially far greater consequences for our nation 
than loss of manned spacecraft crewmembers, as devastating as that has been 
in past. 

> Establishing a moratorium on C02 emissions regulations for the next 5 years to 
allow for more focused research and independent scientific reviews to remove 
excessive uncertainty from current un-validated models used to compute SCC. 
Our independent assessment with validated models and C02 emission scenarios 
constrained by actual data presented herein, proves we do not have a rapidly 
developing climate problem requiring swift corrective action in the face of very 
large uncertainty regarding whether a climate problem exists, or not. 

> EPA use proven, disciplined processes successfully employed within other US 
government agencies, such as NASA and the US military, for defining and 
specifying problems and proving their root cause, before deciding through a 
rational decision process, the optimal approach for mitigating the specifically 
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defined problem. Despite irrational claims to the contrary, we do not have a 
global climate problem defined by GMST variations outside of the very stable 
normal variations of the last 10,000 years that had nothing to do with 
atmospheric C02 variations. There is not one specific location on earth with a 
current climate deviation outside of normal variations of the last 10,000 years. 

> Problems to be mitigated should be defined in terms of data indicating deviations 
outside of normal limits and should be specified in terms of What? Where? 
When? and How Much? are the deviations occurring. Only then will there be 
enough data available to determine true root cause(s) to guide optimal mitigation 
strategies. 

> If a specific climate problem is identified and specified, evaluate a broader range 
of mitigation options than C02 emissions regulations, as a possible solution 
option with lower cost and higher probability of success. For example, if sea 
level rise is a specific threat to a specific region, evaluate the cost, schedule and 
probable success of building a sea wall to mitigate the threat, as opposed to the 
probable cost and success of enforcing world-wide GHG emissions controls. 
SCC cannot be used intelligently as a universal metric for deciding mitigation 
options for more specifically defined problems than a vaguely proposed “global 
climate problem”. 

> Using the HadCRUT4 surface temperature anomaly database as the best 
available proxy for long-term Global Mean Surface Temperature (GMST) change 
for climate model validation, as it is the only thermometer record dating back as 
far as 1850. Also, for years since 1978 when better spatial global temperature 
coverage from satellites has been available, the HadCRUT4 data are in better 
agreement with NASA’s UAH-LT and NOAA’s RSS satellite temperature 
measurements than other available long term databases such as NASA’s 
GISTEMP surface temperature database that begins in 1880. 

> Forecasts of future GMST increase with rising atmospheric Greenhouse Gas 
(GHG) concentrations depend on two key variables: 

• GMST sensitivity to atmospheric GHG concentrations, typically discussed 
in climate science publications in terms of “climate sensitivity” metrics 
such as Equilibrium Climate Sensitivity (ECS) and Transient Climate 
Response (TCR). Neither of these two metrics can be verified with actual 
data as their official definitions depend on un-validated climate model 
simulations. We recommend a new metric for GMST forecasting that can 
be verified with available data, Transient Climate Sensitivity (TCS), similar 
in definition and value to TCR, but with much less uncertainty than the 
speculative ECS metric. 

• A forecast of atmospheric GHG and aerosol concentrations for the future 
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• Results of validated models, where these key forecasting variables are 
constrained by available data, are required for public policy decisions 
devoid of excessive speculation. 


> We recommend: 

• The TRCS Climate Model presented herein as a validated climate model 
utilizing the data-derived TCS metric, as a model suitable for forecasting 
GMST change as a function of atmospheric C02 concentration. TCS in 
this model is estimated to be 1,2C and is close to TCR values published in 
other recent peer reviewed published literature where the TCR estimates 
are based on actual climate data. However, our TRCS Climate Model 
uses an even less uncertain metric, TCS(1+p) = 1,8C for forecasting, 
where p is the somewhat uncertain historical fraction of C02 radiative 
forcing contributed by the history of other atmospheric GHG and aerosol 
concentrations, that is by far the largest factor contributing to uncertainty 
in recent publications for TCR. 

• The TRCS RCP6.0 “Business As Usual” atmospheric GHG and aerosol 
concentration forecast presented herein as a world-wide fossil fuel 
reserves data-constrained baseline forecast, if world-wide GHG emissions 
controls are not implemented. The recent IPCC AR5 Report also 
published a similar RCP6.0 scenario that assumed only modest world¬ 
wide C02 emission controls would ever be implemented. In contrast, our 
RCP6.0 emissions scenario assumes a market-driven transition to 
alternate fuels will be required as currently known world-wide reserves of 
fossil fuels are consumed. 

> With respect to the recommended scientific review of the current Social Cost of 
Carbon (SCC) calculation methodology, we recommend for review the following 
specific issues identified from our independent, objective assessment of the SCC 
Monte Carlo calculation process: 

• Choice of ECS instead of the much less uncertain TCR metric that is 
much better suited for 300 year forecasts of GMST. ECS is a climate 
sensitivity metric based on highly speculative GMST temperature rise 
occurring more than 1000 years after atmospheric C02 levels are 
suddenly doubled and artificially held at the doubled value. The TCR 
metric defines GMST rise from a doubling of C02 concentration at a 
slowly rising 1 percent per year rate that takes 70 years for the doubling to 
occur. Our proposed TCS metric would be an even better choice, as it is 
verifiable with actual data and is defined by the actual slow, but variable 
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rise rate of C02 concentration in our atmosphere, that will take about 230 
years to double its 1850 value. 

• SCC dependence on un-validated General Circulation Models (GCMs) as 
a basis for developing a highly speculative statistical uncertainty 
distribution for the ECS metric. 

• Design of the highly speculative Baker-Roe statistical distribution for ECS 
that has 20 percent of samples higher than the United Nations (UN) 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) recommended upper 
range of 4.5C for ECS and allows statistically sampled values as high as 
10C. Arbitrarily deciding 20 percent of ECS samples should be higher 
than 4.5C, skews statistically “expected SCC” values produced from the 
Monte Carlo process to be arbitrarily high. This decision effectively offsets 
much of the relatively certain economic damage that could be attributed to 
imposing GHG emissions regulations. The technical publications used to 
justify the ECS statistical distribution are obsolete. Many recent 
publications since 2010, where ECS and TCR uncertainty ranges are 
constrained by climate data, provide much lower mean and upper range 
limits for ECS and TCR than older publications referenced in the SCC 
TSDs. Any statistical distribution used should be validated by actual 
analysis of climate data, not the speculation of un-validated GCMs as 
employed in the current SCC calculation process. 

• The model validation concern issue for the critical step in how the various 
Integrated Assessment Models (lAMs) compute a forecast of 300 years of 
transient temperature rise from statistically sampled ECS values. The 
details of this important aspect of the SCC calculation process were not 
disclosed in the three Technical Support Documents (TSDs) describing 
the current SCC calculation process. These details are crucially important 
to the SCC results produced. 

• Uniform sampling of the 5 selected emissions scenarios in the Monte 
Carlo process instead of other possible statistical distributions that would 
weigh more likely scenarios with higher probability. The statistical 
treatment of emission scenarios is just as important as statistical samples 
of ECS values for computing statistically expected values of SCC. Outlier 
scenarios such as the “MERGE-optimistic” scenario used in the current 
SCC calculation are not as probable as data-constrained scenarios such 
as our RCP6.0 scenario. The selection of emission scenarios and their 
statistical treatment needs careful, independent scientific review 

• SCC values are computed in terms of $/Gt of GHG emissions, but GMST 
warming and damage is computed as a function of atmospheric GHG 
concentrations. The critically important model validation step for how 
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each 1AM converts emissions to atmospheric GHG concentrations was not 
disclosed nor discussed in the SCC TSDs. Our independent study 
identified this as a critical aspect of future atmospheric C02 concentration 
and GMST forecasting that needs to be constrained by available data. 

• The computed damages and benefits from increasing GHG emissions 
cannot possibly be a validated aspect of the lAMs, as they all give widely 
differing results for SCC. Averaging widely varying results from models 
whose authors claim compute the same SCC metric, cannot provide a 
safe and reliable approach for serious public policy decisions with 
potentially severe unintended consequences. This practice can be 
compared to computing the structural strength of a commercial airplane 
wing with three different models that give widely varying results and then 
averaging the results to determine if the wing strength satisfies Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) requirements. Who would feel safe as a 
passenger on this airplane? By what rationale did the Dept, of 
Transportation (DoT) representatives to the Interagency Working Group 
(IWG) that developed the SCC computation process concur with this 
decision? Did they represent the position of the DoT’s FAA that enjoys 
wide support and high public trust for ensuring safety of airline travel with 
FAA imposed regulations? 

• The SCC TSDs did not provide adequate information on key SCC 
calculation process variables and statistics vs. time that could be used as 
“sanity checks” on reasonableness of the SCC values obtained from the 
process. For example, statistics on GMST vs. time and atmospheric C02 
concentrations vs. time that drive the SCC calculation process were not 
disclosed. Much of the current SCC damage results from projected sea 
level rise, but nothing was disclosed in SCC TSDs regarding model output 
statistics of sea level rise rates and whether they were reasonable within 
available data. A reasonable sanity check on only the statistics for ECS, 
computed GMST vs. time, and computed sea level rise aspects of the 1AM 
computations, would be to: 

- Use the median of the IPCC AR5 atmospheric GHG and aerosol 
concentration history from 1850 through 2015 as the baseline 
atmospheric GHG history since 1850 

- Start the GMST prediction process in 1850 using the AR5 estimate 
for the actual past atmospheric GHG history and compare the 1AM 
statistics to GMST and sea level rise trends since 1850. 

• Review the issues related to compliance with OMB Circular A-4 guidance 
on use of domestic vs. global damage and benefits from domestic C02 
emissions 


6 



Review issues related to non-compliance with OMB guidance on use of 
discount rates for the published SCO values. 




1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The Right Climate Stuff (TRCS) Research Team is an all-volunteer research group 
comprised primarily of NASA retiree veterans of Apollo, Skylab, Space Shuttle and 
International Space Station manned space programs. We have been joined by other 
experienced research leaders from US industry and universities, in our goal to 
determine to what extent unrestricted emissions of Greenhouse Gases (GHG) can 
warm the Earth’s surface. We have more than 30 members on our research team. Our 
conclusions from 4.5 years of independent, unfunded, objective research and 
independent scientific investigation, are posted on our website, 
www.TheRiqhtClimateStuff.com , in various reports and video presentations our 
members have made at international climate conferences and university lectures. 

As most of our research team are former Federal Government employees in NASA’s 
manned space programs, we are intimately familiar with how scientific and engineering 
research and development, and related government decision-making, where human 
safety was involved, was carried out by responsible and accountable NASA government 
officials during our careers. We have unique experience in scientific investigations 
supporting root cause analyses and rational decision-making, to address threats to 
astronaut safety under limited time constraints, and where poor decisions on complex 
technical issues with incomplete understanding and large uncertainties, can have 
severe un-intended consequences, including loss of spacecraft and crews. We believe 
our research team of highly trained and experienced scientists and engineers, 
represents a national asset that should be utilized by our nation’s leaders to develop 
more rational responses to the perceived threat from rising atmospheric GHG 
concentrations. 

Although we are not climate scientists per se, our research team has internationally 
recognized experts in chemistry, physics, geology, geo-physics, engineering, applied 
mathematics and computer simulation of complex phenomena. We had no difficulty 
reading, understanding and discussing strength and weaknesses of climate science 
publications that apply basic knowledge from our competency fields of science to the 
climate change issue. While the theorized effects of atmospheric GHG concentration 
are relatively simple to model, we observe that the other natural processes affecting 
climate change are not well-understood and are questionably accounted for in current 
General Circulation Models (GCM) that have been the primary modeling tool in climate 
science. Most of the federally funded climate research has been focused on the GHG 
concern, while clearly the changing climate is affected by many parameters whose 
effects are not well-understood nor completely modeled in GCMs. We consider it 
scientifically foolish to try to control the climate with one minor parameter, GHG 
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emissions, when so much atmospheric GHG and aerosol concentration variations are 
due to natural processes and many more important parameters affecting our climate 
cannot be controlled. In aerospace engineering practice, this ill-advised approach is 
known as trying to control a system with very poor control authority. It is rarely ever 
successful. 

Our review of the scientific work supporting the Environmental Protection Agency’s 
(EPA) Endangerment Finding and SCC valuation, used to justify the cost/benefit 
assessment of GHG emissions regulations, finds they are seriously lacking in scientific 
reasoning consistent with The Scientific Method. As former Federal Government 
employees with responsibility for scientific and economic assessments for critical 
decisions involving human safety, we are extremely disturbed by an apparent lack of 
scientific rigor and integrity in both the EPA Endangerment Finding and SCC calculation 
methodology. Given the potentially severe impacts to our nation’s economy and harm 
to US citizens from proposed EPA GHG emissions regulations, we believe it is 
imperative that the scientific and threat risk arguments used to justify the Endangerment 
Finding and SCC values, be reviewed by a scientific panel composed of members from 
broad scientific backgrounds and experience, and without conflicts of interest. 

It appears to us that the current EPA prefers to let lawsuits against it from companies 
and states play out in the US court system, to adjudicate the scientific and economic 
issues involved. The US Congress seems to be under the impression that it has 
sufficient laws and rules in place to force agencies such as the EPA, to resolve these 
issues internally using independent, objective peer-review teams. Our research team 
members have often participated in such independent scientific reviews on either side of 
many issues NASA regularly submitted to independent “non-advocacy” reviews. Based 
on that experience it is our opinion that neither the independent peer reviews conducted 
by the Interagency Working Group (IWG) that developed the SCC computation 
methodology, nor the EPA have used truly objective independent peer review teams 
with no conflicts of interest, to review and concur with their scientific conclusions. We 
recommend NASA’s Independent Program Assessment Office (IPAO) as a model 
federal government office experienced in vetting and selecting a broad spectrum of 
qualified review team members without conflicts of interest. 

https://www.nasa.gov/sites/default/files/files/IPAO Brochure-508-1 Taqqed.pdf 

We also recommend such independent review teams be convened to review climate 
research findings at NASA and NOAA, since the technical publications from federal 
employees in these agencies are often used by the EPA as scientific justification for its 
decisions. NASA has informed NASA manned space program retirees who expressed 
concern about public announcements regarding conclusions of climate research within 
NASA, that NASA as an agency does not take an official position on climate research 
published by its employees. 

http://www.huffinqtonpost.eom/2012/04/11/nasa-qlobal-warminq-letter-astronauts n 1418017.html 
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We do not believe NASA is managing its climate research nor vetting its technical 
publications used in EPA decision-making, with the same level of independent, “non¬ 
advocacy” assessment scrutiny, used for decisions in its manned and major un-manned 
space programs. This report will summarize the independent research and conclusions 
our research team achieved after 4.5 years of independent, objective study as 
suggested by the official NASA response to our initial NASA retiree letter discussed at 
the above link. 


2.0 INDEPENDENT TRCS CLIMATE MODEL 

2.1 Independent TRCS Model Provides Baseline for Critique of SCC 

The opinions and recommendations expressed in this report are based in part on results 
of our own simple TRCS Climate Model, rigorously derived from Conservation of Energy 
principles and basic radiation heat transfer physics used in our manned space program 
to compute internal and external touch temperatures of orbiting spacecraft. Like the 
earth, the transient thermal environments of orbiting spacecraft are determined from 
incoming radiation heat transfer from the Sun balanced by energy radiated from the 
spacecraft surface to deep space and heat stored within the spacecraft. The spacecraft 
surface temperature increases until the radiation to deep space can balance the 
incoming and stored energy transfer rates. Also, like the earth, we often rotate 
spacecraft in a “bar-b-que mode” to control internal and external temperatures. We 
validated our model with 165 years of atmospheric GHG, aerosol and Global Mean 
Surface Temperature (GMST) data using System Identification methods analogous to 
methods we use for spacecraft orbit determination. 

2.2 TRCS Climate Model and Model Validation 

Our very simple model, that conservatively assumes all the observed long-term 
increase in GMST is caused by rising atmospheric GHG concentrations, is given by the 
algebraic equation that predicts yearly average GMST, GMST(year) as a function of 
yearly average C02 concentration, C02(year), 

GMST(year) = GMST(1850) + TCS(1+|3)LOG[CO2(year)/CO2(1850)]/LOG[2] + 0.021 (year-1850)/155 

( 1 ) 

The derivation of this equation is presented in Appendix A. The last term accounts for 
the warming due to Total Solar Insolation (TSI) increase from 1850 to 2005 and 
becomes a constant 0.021 C for years after 2005. This provides some conservatism in 
the equation for projections after 2005, as TSI rise ended in about 2005 and is forecast 
to decrease for the next 200 years or more. For an even simpler equation, this last term 
can be ignored as it accounts for only 0.021 C of the GMST rise since 1850. The model 
was validated by determining the constant TCS(1+p) that provided a best fit of equation 
(1) to the HadCRUT4 temperature anomaly data set for which yearly average values 
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are published for 1850 and subsequent years. The changes in this global earth surface 
temperature anomaly provides an approximation to the actual GMST change over time. 

2.2.1 Transient Climate Sensitivity (TCS) and Transient Climate Response (TCR) 

We defined Transient Climate Sensitivity (TCS) in equation (1) to be the GMST increase 
that will occur due to a doubling of the atmospheric C02 concentration by the actual 
concentration rise history from 1850 until the year when C02(year) is twice its 1850 
value. TCS is a verifiable metric and includes effects of all feedbacks on transient 
GMST response to rising atmospheric C02 levels. TCS is similar in value and definition 
to the United Nations (UN) Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 
definition of Transient Climate Response (TCR) discussed in many climate science 
publications. However, the IPCC defines TCR as the GMST temperature change 
caused by a hypothetical atmospheric C02 concentration rise rate of 1 percent per year 
that can only be computed with climate simulation models and that cannot be directly 
verified with actual data. While C02 concentration doubles in about 70 years in the TCR 
definition, we estimate that it will take about 230 years for atmospheric C02 to double 
its 1850 value in the verifiable TCS definition. 

Our analysis of the actual C02 rise rate history and the hypothetical 1 percent per year 
rise rate used to define TCR, concluded they were both sufficiently slow rise rates that 
there should be minimal dynamic overshoot in the transient temperature response; and 
therefore, both TCS and TCR should have the same value. This slow forcing function 
application argument to the earth’s climate system dynamics is analogous to the case of 
a simple spring-mass-damper dynamic system where a slowly increasing force is 
applied to the mass to double its original applied force, and the final equilibrium static 
displacement of the mass is measured to determine the spring constant, K. If the factor 
of 2 force change is applied at an even slower rate of increase, the negligible dynamic 
overshoot of the equilibrium displacement counteracted by system damping, is even 
smaller, and the final static equilibrium displacement of the mass is observed to be the 
same, and yields the same value for the spring constant, K, where 

K = (change in applied force)/(change in mass displacement) 

2.2.2 Atmospheric C02 Concentration Data Used for TRCS Model Validation 

We used National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) published data 
from East Antarctica Law Dome ice core samples to determine CO2(1850) = 284.7 ppm 
in equation (1). The ice core data were also used to determine C02(year) for 
subsequent years until 1959 when more accurate NOAA Mauna Loa Hawaii 
atmospheric C02 concentration measurements began. The 20 overlapping years from 
1959 to 1978 where both the ice core and Mauna Loa data are available and are in 
good agreement, provides confidence in the use of the smoothed ice core C02 data for 
the 1850-1958 period. The logarithmic terms in equation (1) model the increasing 
radiative forcing of the increasing atmospheric C02 concentration over time. The 
parameter p is the somewhat uncertain net fraction of C02 radiative forcing contributed 
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by aerosols and effects of GHG other than C02. In general, when data are available, 
p can be treated as a variable with different yearly average values denoted by p(year). 
However, in equation (1) we have used p to represent a constant of somewhat 
uncertain value representing the average radiative forcing effects of GHG and aerosols 
relative to C02 over the time it will take C02 to double its 1850 value. The uncertainty 
in p however, does not affect the uncertainty in the constant TCS(1+p) determined from 
GMST data. 

Note that equation (1) is scaled such that when C02(year) doubles its CO2(1850) 
value, the logarithmic expression evaluates to 1.0 and the total GMST change since 
1850 will be equal to TCS(1+p). This states that the total GMST change measured is 
due to the C02 concentration doubling (The TCS contribution) plus the net effects of 
increased concentrations of other GHG and aerosols since 1850. 

2.2.3 TCR Uncertainty vs. TCS(1+J3) Uncertainty 

As discussed in Lewis and Curry (2014), the TCR value (which they tacitly use to mean 
our definition of TCS) has uncertainty due primarily to the uncertainty in the history of 
atmospheric aerosol concentration and the large uncertainty regarding warming and 
cooling effects of atmospheric aerosols. However, TCS(1+p) has much less uncertainty 
than TCS = TCR, and is due only to the uncertainty in the GMST change since 1850 
and uncertainty in CO2(1850) = 284.7 ppm. We don’t need to quibble about uncertainty 
related to whether the Mauna Loa yearly average C02 concentration is an accurate 
representation of the global average C02 concentration, as we can just choose to make 
the TCS definition in terms of the Mauna Loa published data. 

2.2.4 TRCS RCP6.0 “Business As Usual" GHG Emissions Scenario 

The green curve in Figure 1.0 is the atmospheric C02 concentration history from 1850- 
2015 together with our projection for 2016 to 2100 read from the scale on the right hand 
vertical axis. Our GHG emissions scenario on which this projection is based has a 
Representative Concentration Pathway (RCP) rating of RCP6.0, meaning its radiative 
forcing in 2100 will be 6.0 W/m 2 due to all atmospheric GHG and aerosol concentration 
increases since 1750. 

This RCP6.0 emissions scenario is similar to the IPCC AR5 Report RCP6.0 scenario 
that assumes some modest world-wide C02 emissions controls will be implemented 
later in this century. In contrast, our RCP6.0 “business as usual” scenario with no 
effective world-wide C02 emission controls enforced, assumes a gradual market-driven 
transition to non-C02 emitting energy sources will be required beginning about 2050, to 
supply growing world-wide energy demand, as costs to recover these rapidly depleting 
fossil fuel reserves increase over time. The scenario uses US Energy Information 
Administration (EIA) data on current world-wide reserves of coal, oil and natural gas, 
that when recovered and burned, will result in a maximum atmospheric C02 
concentration of 600 ppm in about 2130. The RCP6.0 scenario projects 585 ppm C02 
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in 2100 and assumes that other atmospheric GHG and aerosols will continue to 
contribute their net average historical value of 50 percent of the more accurately known 
C02 concentration radiative forcing. The 50 percent historical value, represented by p 
= 0.5, was determined from analysis of IPCC AR5 Report data on radiative forcing of 
atmospheric aerosols and GHG other than C02 during the 1750 to 2010 time period. 


O HadCRUT4 
— TCS(l+beta) = 2.0C 


■TCS(l+beta) = 1.8C 
TCS(l+beta)=2.5C 


T(yr) = -0.22 + TCS(l+beta)L0G[C02(yr)/284.7]/L0G[2] + 0.021(yr - 1850)/155 
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Figure 1.0 TRCS Climate Model results compared to HadCRUT4 temperature anomaly 


2.2.5 Determining A Best Data Fit Value for TCS(1+p) = 1.8C 

Since C02 concentration has already increased its 1850 value by more than 40 
percent, it is possible to estimate an accurate value for the constant TCS(1+p) by 
determining its value that provides a best fit of equation (1) to the actual long-term 
GMST change since 1850. This is demonstrated in Figure 1.0 where “trajectories” of 
GMST(year) are computed for different values of TCS(1+p) and compared to actual 
temperature data. We used the HadCRUT4 surface temperature anomaly database as 
a proxy for GMST temperature, as it is the only thermometer record dating back as far 
as 1850. Also, for years since 1978 when better spatial global temperature coverage 
from satellites has been available, the HadCRUT4 data are in better agreement with 
NASA’s UAH-LT and NOAA's RSS satellite temperature measurements than other 
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available long term databases such as NASA’s GISTEMP surface temperature 
database that begins in 1880. 

As observed in Figure 1.0, the HadCRUT4 temperature anomaly for yearly average 
values has a data scatter of about 0.4 K from min to max over any 5-year period. This 
data scatter is about half of the long-term temperature increase of about 0.8C from 1850 
through 2014. Choice of an appropriate baseline value for the HadCRUT4 temperature 
anomaly in 1850 can have a significant effect on the value of TCS(1+p) that will cause 
eq. (1) to provide a best fit to the long-term HadCRUT4 temperature rise trend. 

After analysis of the entire HadCRUT4 dataset, it was observed that the maxima of the 
HadCRUT4 data scatter in the 1850-1900 period, except for the “outlier” data points for 
1877 and 1878, provided a sharp baseline from which to measure long-term 
temperature change. The HadCRUT4 outlier data points for 1877 and 1878 were 
determined to be associated with a Super El Nino weather event, not due to GHG 
related temperature rise and were ignored in establishing the baseline. Analysis of 
HadCRUT4 data points for years with recent Super El Nino events of 1998 and 2015 
also exhibited a narrow separation from maxima of HadCRUT4 data points of 
neighboring years. Therefore, it was reasoned that a fit of equation (1) to the narrow 
path between maxima of the HadCRUT4 data scatter and HadCRUT4 data points of 
Super El Nino years would provide the most accurate interpretation of the data set for 
long-term temperature rise that could be associated with monotonically rising 
atmospheric GHG concentrations. 

The blue curve in Figure 1.0, with TCS(1 +p) = 1,8C, provides this type of “best fit” to the 
data with the initial value for GMST(1850) selected to be -0.22C. This choice for 
GMST(1850) caused all curves to tightly bound the maxima of the HadCRUT4 data 
scatter in the 1850 - 1900 time period except for the Super El Nino weather event years 
of 1877 and 1878. The blue curve continues to “thread the needle” between upper 
levels of HadCRUT4 data scatter and the outlier data points of Super El Nino years, 
including the more well-known recent Super El Nino years of 1998 and 2015. Based on 
the 10 months through October 2016 for HadCRUT4 data, also affected by the most 
recent Super El Nino event, the HadCRUT4 data point for 2016 will be close to the 2015 
value and will also lie close to or below this blue curve. 

This blue curve has accurately followed the long-term GMST rise that could be 
attributed to rising atmospheric GHG concentration over the last 165 years, and in our 
opinion, provides a high-confidence determination for GMST sensitivity to atmospheric 
GHG concentration changes. This bounding approach in fitting the data points helps 
reduce the uncertainty in TCS(1+p) created by the choice of beginning and ending 
periods for averaging a number of HadCRUT4 yearly data points to determine long term 
GMST rise (as examined in Lewis and Curry (2014) for different beginning and ending 
periods) or that would be obtained by a Least-Squared-Error (LSE) fit of all data points 
that are clearly affected by periodic variations in the HadCRUT4 data. Because of the 
large data scatter in HadCRUT4 data points, this type of “bounding” data fit is easier to 
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recognize as an accurate long term fit of the warmest years of HadCRUT4 data. 
Selection of the constant TCS(1+p) = 1.8C that provides an accurate “best fit” to the 
HadCRUT4 data provides the validation of the TRCS Climate Model presented in eq. 
(1). The equation was rigorously derived from first principles and agrees with the 
available 165 years of data on atmospheric C02 concentrations and earth surface 
temperature. Therefore, we claim this is a validated climate model suitable for 
forecasting GMST change as a function of atmospheric C02 concentration and the type 
of model that should be used to support public policy decisions. 

The future projection of the blue curve also provides a similar temperature bounding 
curve for the projected C02(year) trajectory provided by the green curve in Figure 1.0. 
The curves with higher values of TCS(1+p) can be detected to provide too much C02 
sensitivity, as they begin to rise above the HadCRUT4 data of the most recent years 
when atmospheric C02 concentrations increased to recent higher levels. 

This behavior for recent years points out another important observation in Figure 1.0. 
As atmospheric C02 concentrations continue to increase over the next 5 to 10 years, 
the true sensitivity of GMST increase to atmospheric C02 concentration increase, as 
measured by metrics such as TCR and TCS(1+p), will become more readily apparent in 
plots like this, will help remove excessive uncertainty in current peer-reviewed literature 
estimates for these sensitivity parameters, and will allow scientists to agree on a more 
reasonable uncertainty range to be used in policy decisions. The excessive uncertainty 
in C02 climate sensitivity employed in current SCC calculations has driven the 
computed statistical SCC “expected values” to unreasonably large values that have 
much more to do with politically driven speculation than rigorous science. 


2.3 Forecasting GMST Change AND SCC with the TRCS Climate Model 

The somewhat conservative bound for GHG-driven warming for the remainder of this 
century, provided by the blue curve of Figure 1.0, projects GMST will not increase more 
than 1C above recent levels by 2100. Our RCP6.0 emissions scenario on which this 
projection is based, is constrained by current official US Government EIA data regarding 
currently estimated world-wide reserves of coal, oil and natural gas. Coal is by far the 
major driver of C02 emissions in this scenario and EIA world-wide coal reserves 
estimates vary by a factor of 3 from low to high estimates. We have used the highest of 
these estimates to construct the RCP6.0 scenario. However, current trends in Europe 
have coal mines being closed with less than 20 percent of their reserves included in the 
high EIA world-wide reserves estimates ever being recovered. Lending even more 
confidence to realism of this RCP6.0 scenario, are two independent 25 year forecasts 
for world-wide energy consumption published in 2015 by Exxon Mobil and BP. We 
converted their similar estimates for growth in fossil fuel consumption over the next 25 
years to future yearly increases in atmospheric C02 concentration and obtained the 
same 460 ppm C02 concentration for 2040 predicted by this RCP6.0 scenario. We 
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believe that energy consumption forecasts by such large energy companies with large 
capital spending decisions based on these forecasts, are much more likely to be 
accurate than the speculative emissions scenarios developed by international 
academics in the peer-reviewed literature that are unconstrained by actual data on 
world-wide fossil fuel reserves. 

The validated TRCS Climate Model and RCP6.0 emissions scenario provide a 
maximum 1C temperature rise above current levels by 2100. According to the 2010 
SCC TSD Figure 1A reproduced here as Figure 2.0, the effects of a 1C temperature 
increase by 2100 as computed by the current Integrated Assessment Models, is either 
beneficial or neutral. 



Figure 2.0 Effects of temperature change in 2100 on as computed by lAMs 


These results for temperature rise forecast based on the validated TRCS Climate Model 
and RCP6.0 emissions scenario, constrained by official US Government EIA data, 
contrast with the much higher and speculative values for SCC the EPA has used to 
justify its C02 emissions regulations. These results clearly demonstrate that the SCC 
calculation process needs an in-depth review and critique by a scientific review board 
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with members selected from broad fields of science and mathematics and without 
conflicts of interest. 


2.4 ESTIMATING TCS FROM TCS(1+p ) = 1.8C 

Using TCS(1+p) = 1.8C as determined from Figure 1.0 and an average historical value 
for p = 0.5 determined from IPCC AR5 Report data, TCS is estimated to be 1,2C and is 
close to TCR values published in other recent peer reviewed published literature where 
the TCR estimates are based on actual climate data, not climate simulation models. 
See for example, Ring et. al. (2012), Otto et. al. (2013) and Lewis and Curry (2014). 
Even though this TCS estimate has considerable uncertainty because of the uncertainty 
in p, we only compute it to compare with values published in the peer-reviewed 
literature. As shown in Figure 1.0, with the assumption that p will continue to hold to its 
historical value of the last 165 years (whatever that somewhat uncertain value actually 
is), an accurate GMST projection to 2100 and beyond for any proposed C02(year) 
projection can be made using the constant, TCS(1+p) = 1.8C, that does not have the 
uncertainty attached to p. 

Based on the results of Figure 1.0 where a value of TCS(1+p) = 2.0C, only 11.1 percent 
higher than 1.8C, causes equation (1) to begin to noticeably deviate from actual 
temperature data, we do not believe use of extremely large uncertainty in earth surface 
temperature sensitivity to atmospheric GHG concentration, as employed in the 
Interagency Working Group (IWG) SCC calculations, is scientifically justified. This will 
be discussed in greater detail in the following section of this report. 

While the long-term GMST projections to 2100 and beyond are impossible to make 
precisely, the key conclusion from a conservative bounding approach employed in our 
analysis, is that we do not have a rapidly developing climate problem requiring swift 
corrective action. We have time to study this issue in a more disciplined manner and to 
develop a true broad-based scientific position with minimal uncertainty, regarding GMST 
sensitivity to atmospheric GHG concentrations, before trying to take risky and ineffective 
unilateral GHG emission control actions based on a far-too-incomplete scientific and 
economic impact understanding of the issue. As mentioned above, the next 5 to 10 
years of atmospheric GHG and GMST data should allow the US scientific community to 
agree on a much-needed reduction in uncertainty regarding GMST sensitivity to 
atmospheric GHG concentrations for use in public policy decisions regarding GHG 
emissions. 


3.0 SCIENTIFIC CRITIQUE OF THE SCC CALCULATION METHODOLOGY 
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The current Monte Carlo calculation process for SCC as described by the three 
Technical Support Documents (TSD) the IWG has published to document the process, 
is overly complex, highly speculative, and hides from critical review key important 
variables that could be used to assess the reasonableness of the results. There are 
numerous serious issues with lack of model validation required for use in public policy 
decisions for the various models used in the SCC calculation. 


3.1 Un-validated Integrated Assessment Models 

First, the Integrated Assessment Models (lAMs) used to calculate benefits and 
damages of C02 emissions are clearly not validated, as they yield widely differing SCC 
values for the same assumed GMST vs. time and atmospheric GHG vs. time histories 
used to drive all lAMs as shown in Figure 2.0. The IWG deals with this issue by 
averaging the different SCC calculations of the three different lAMs and using the 
averaged result to guide policy decisions. Averaging widely varying results from models 
whose authors claim compute the same SCC metric, cannot provide a safe and reliable 
approach for serious public policy decisions with potentially severe unintended 
consequences. This practice can be compared to computing the structural strength of a 
commercial airplane wing with three different models that give widely varying results 
and then averaging the results to determine if the wing strength satisfies Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) wing strength requirements. Who would feel safe as a 
passenger on this airplane? By what rationale did the Dept, of Transportation (DoT) 
representatives to the Interagency Working Group (IWG) that developed the SCC 
computation process concur with this decision? Did they represent the position of the 
DoT’s FAA that the public trusts for ensuring safety of airline travel with FAA imposed 
regulations? We have no further comment on the lack of rigor on the benefit and 
damage calculation aspects of the lAMs and will leave this critique to others who we 
know have studied these issues in more detail. 

3.2 Un-Validated GCMs Used to Calculate ECS Uncertainty 

We have major concerns regarding the “front end” assumptions and statistical 
calculations in the lAMs that compute GMST vs. time for 300 years into the future. In 
each 1AM, the benefits and damages are computed for 10,000 different trajectories of 
GMST vs. year and GHG emissions vs. year for 300 years into the future. Each of 
these 10,000 samples of GMST vs. time trajectories are determined from a random 
sample of key parameters from two different statistical distributions. The first key 
statistically treated parameter is Equilibrium Climate Sensitivity (ECS) that is a C02 
climate sensitivity metric defined by the UN IPCC as the GMST temperature increase 
that would eventually occur when a new climate equilibrium is achieved after a sudden 
doubling of atmospheric C02 concentration. Not widely advertised to policy decision 
makers is that the idealized equilibrium state would not be achieved in more than 1000 
years after C02 is doubled. The selection of a statistically treated ECS parameter only 
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provides an endpoint estimate for total GMST rise more than 1000 years into the future. 
Because of highly speculative processes modeled in climate simulation models to 
compute ECS after 1000 years or more of climate simulation, ECS has much more 
uncertainty than TCR or TCS(1+p) and selection of this metric for the SCC calculation 
process injects unnecessary uncertainty into the SCC calculation process. The TCR 
metric is scientifically more appropriate for use in GMST projections in the 300 years 
horizon. 


3.3 Un-validated Model Used to Convert ECS to GMST Vs. Time 

The SCC calculation process needs a GMST estimate for each of the next 300 years 
into the future. The transient temperature increase in the first 300 years after a sudden 
C02 doubling, as simulated in GCM ECS simulations, is nothing at all like the transient 
temperature increase that occurs from the actual slowly rising C02 concentration. The 
undisclosed method(s) used in lAMs to compute GMST vs. time from the statistically 
selected ECS and emission scenarios need to be reviewed in detail to determine their 
validation status. We propose from a scientific viewpoint, that our validated TRCS 
Climate Model compared to actual data in Figure 1.0, is much better suited for 
computing a projection of GMST vs. time for a selected emissions and GHG 
concentration scenario. 

3.4 Speculative ECS Statistical Distribution Used to Compute SCC 

The scientific reasoning used by the IWG to establish the ECS statistical distribution it 
assumed for ECS is highly suspect. This statistical distribution decision started with the 
UN IPCC publication of its 2007 AR4 Report that gave the uncertainty range for ECS 
as, 


2 < ECS < 4.5C 

This ECS uncertainty range was based on climate simulation results of 18 different un¬ 
validated climate simulation models from various international organizations studied for 
the AR4 Report, and certainly does not represent the best science that US scientists 
can contribute to this issue. The climate science publications through about 2004 were 
used to compile this AR4 report and are now more than 10 years old in this rapidly 
developing field of science. The more recent 2013 IPCC AR5 Report lowered the lower 
end of this ECS uncertainty range to 1,5C and stated that information from multiple lines 
of evidence prevented it from reaching any conclusions regarding the mean value of this 
range. If a mean value for ECS cannot be supported by the current state of climate 
science, how can one claim scientific validity for the much more detailed statistical 
distribution for ECS that is a primary driver of the SCC calculation process? The 
currently computed SCC are no more believable than wild speculation! How can the 
EPA defend its decision to ignore the potential serious damage to the US economy and 
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risks to the US electrical power grid on the basis of such frivolous and speculative 
computations? 

The IWG decided to use the highly uncertain ECS metric for public policy decision¬ 
making even though the same AR4 Report noted that the much less uncertain TCR 
metric would be more appropriate to use for near term GMST projections. But, the next 
decision made by the IWG when the AR5 Report scientists said they couldn’t even 
comment on a reliable mean value for the ECS uncertainty range needs even more 
scientific probing. The IWG arbitrarily decided that the statistical distribution it would 
create for sampling ECS values to compute SCC should have values as high as IOC. 
This ECS distribution published in the 2010 SCC TSD has 20 percent of the ECS values 
in the 4.5 - 10C range. Justifying this decision as using caution on the high side of 
potentially high GMST damages was an arbitrary decision with unnecessary speculation 
that skewed the statistically computed SCC “expected values” to speculatively high 
values. The 20 percent probability that ECS would be higher than the upper limit of the 
published IPCC ECS uncertainty range leads to extremely high damage calculations 
with a small probability of occurrence that results in an overly high and totally 
speculative statistically “expected value” for SCC. It appears that the IWG’s arbitrary 
assumptions and questionable decisions to use the highly uncertain ECS metric in an 
arbitrarily biased statistical distribution with little scientific justification, was orchestrated 
to get the unnecessarily complex Monte Carlo process to compute the high value of 
expected SCC that would be needed to justify GHG emissions regulations. 

3.5 Obsolete GHG Emission Scenarios Used to Compute SCC 

In addition to the statistically sampled C02 climate sensitivity metric, a GHG emissions 
scenario for the future that allows calculation of atmospheric C02, other GHG and 
aerosol concentrations for each year in the future, is required to compute a future 
GMST temperature time history. In the SCC calculation process, each of 10,000 
samples of statistically calculated benefits and damages in the lAMs begin with a 300 
year GMST time history computed from statistical sampling from the highly questionable 
ECS distribution and a statistical distribution for the emissions scenario. Five widely 
differing emissions scenarios from the Stanford Energy Modeling Forum exercise, EMF- 
22, were selected for use in SCC calculations. However, since the IWG put no effort 
into assessing which of these scenarios might be more relevant and likely than others, 
they decided to make the statistical distribution from which the 5 scenarios would be 
sampled, a uniform distribution. That is, the SCC calculation process assumed any one 
of these widely varying scenarios had an equal probability of occurrence. This is 
tantamount to concluding “we have no idea what might happen” and we will base our 
policy decisions on this kind of foolish speculation without true scientific investigation 
and deliberation. This decision can be compared on a scientific basis to the RCP6.0 
scenario our research team developed as a data-driven baseline for what we believe is 
most likely to happen, and what a realistic GMST time history for the remainder of this 
century should look like. 
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Making validity assessments even more difficult for this decision by the IWG to use a 
uniform distribution for the GHG emissions scenarios was lack of information provided 
on the details of these scenarios. The 2010 TSD only presented GHG emissions vs. 
year for the 5 selected scenarios and did not present the atmospheric concentrations of 
GHG vs. year derived from these emissions scenarios that drive the GMST trajectory. 
Since SCC is defined in terms of emissions and there is lots of science to be dealt with 
in the methods used to convert emissions to atmospheric GHG concentrations that 
cause temperature rise, important related scientific issues were not discussed in the 
SCC TSDs. 

The most information supplied on this issue from the 2010 TSD indicated that 4 of the 5 
scenarios used had 2100 atmospheric C02 levels ranging from 612 to 889 ppm. These 
values compare to our RCP6.0 scenario with 585 ppm C02 in 2100 and 600 ppm 
maximum possible by 2130 from burning all currently known fossil fuel reserves on the 
planet. A key aspect in our development of the RCP6.0 scenario was data analysis that 
showed since 1980, when accurate data on world-wide fossil fuel production became 
available, the annual rise in atmospheric C02 concentration is a consistent and 
constant 48 percent of C02 emitted from burning the annual production. We assumed 
all this production was burned in the year produced and we computed the number of 
C02 molecules released into the atmosphere from burning each of the fossil fuel types 
to determine the 48 percent value in terms of the annual average Mauna LOA C02 
concentration data. This 48 percent value has stayed constant in 5 year averages of the 
data, even though C02 emissions in recent years were much greater than in 1980. This 
48 percent fraction was assumed to stay constant in our projection of a maximum of 600 
ppm atmospheric C02 concentration when all currently known fossil fuel reserves are 
consumed. The 5th emissions scenario used in the SCC calculation process, the “550 
ppm average” scenario, had much lower emissions than the other 4 scenarios and a 
2100 GHG radiative force of only 550 ppm C02-equivalent for all GHG. However, since 
4 of the 5 scenarios used had radiative forcing higher than our data constrained RCP6.0 
scenario, and the 5 scenarios were sampled with a uniform probability of occurrence, 
the expected value computed for SCC would be higher than if our RCP6.0 scenario 
were used and that is constrained by official US Government EIA published maximum 
estimated world-wide fossil fuel reserves data. 

3.6 Applying “Sanity Checks” to the SCC Calculation Process 

The intent of the US Congress that only validated models should be used for public 
policy decision-making by regulating agencies was egregiously violated when the IWG 
decided to use its totally “made-up” and highly speculative statistical distribution for ECS 
together with un-validated GHG emissions scenarios as key drivers of the SCC 
calculation process. Moreover, the TSDs describing the SCC calculation process never 
revealed key process output that could be used to assess the validity of the 
methodology. For example, no output was provided for interim steps of the process that 
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would reveal GMST vs. time trajectories that could be assessed for reasonableness 
against actual GMST data. 

Also not presented as a “sanity check” on the results, were statistics on atmospheric 
C02 and other GHG and aerosol concentrations vs. time that could be compared to 
actual data trends. Much of the current SCC damage results from projected sea level 
rise, but nothing was disclosed in SCC TSDs regarding model output statistics of sea 
level rise rates and whether they were reasonable compared to available data as 
reviewed by Morner (2016). A reasonable sanity check on the ECS and sea level rise 
aspects of the process, would be to: 

1. Use the median of the IPCC AR5 atmospheric and aerosol GHG concentration 
history and radiative forcing from 1850 through 2015 as a test emissions scenario. 

2. Start the GMST prediction process in 1850 using the AR5 median estimate for the 
past atmospheric GHG history compare the 1AM output statistics to actual GMST and 
sea level rise trends since 1850 

If there is a high temperature/high damage bias in the current SCC calculation process 
as suggested based on our independent assessment, it will be evident in this 
reasonable check that should be made for something as serious as public policy 
decisions with potentially severe adverse consequences for the entire US population. 

3.7 More Research Needed on GHG Emissions Scenarios 

The emissions scenario aspect of the current SCC calculations needs a more in-depth 
scientific review and determination for what should be used in this critical step of the 
process for determining true cost/benefits of not regulating GHG emissions or specific 
proposed GHG emissions regulations. Four of the the emissions scenarios used in the 
current SCC calculation process are “business as usual” scenarios, but all have higher 
atmospheric C02 concentrations in 2100 than our RCP6.0 scenario. The only updated 
emissions scenario published in the 2013 AR5 Report that does not assume some level 
of world-wide GHG emissions controls will be implemented, has an RCP8.5 rating 
indicating its radiative forcing will be 8.5/6.0 = 1.42 times our RCP6.0 scenario in 2100. 
RCP8.5 is similar to the highest emissions scenario, MERGE Optimistic, used in the 
current SCC calculation. All published information regarding the RCP8.5 scenario 
indicate it was created to represent a 90 th percentile high emissions scenario; it is not 
constrained in any way by current estimates or discovery trends in world-wide fossil fuel 
reserves. 

We propose our RCP6.0 scenario as a baseline for discussion for the most likely 
scenario that would represent future atmospheric C02 level trends if no world-wide C02 
emission controls are enforced. We believe our RCP6.0 scenario could be improved 
through a study of EIA data that would correlate annual increases in world-wide fossil 
fuel reserves estimates to annual world-wide fossil fuel production. This study would be 
used to perform a data-constrained estimate of how EIA estimates of total world-wide 
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fossil fuel reserves would trend for the future and how much our 600 ppm maximum 
atmospheric C02 concentration from burning fossil fuels could be increased. 

3.8 Detailed Assessment Needed for Economic Impacts of Clean Power Plan 

Given the potentially severe economic impacts to the coal industry and US electrical 
power generation industry depending on coal fired power plants, it seems prudent that 
EPA should be required to perform a more in-depth assessment of economic impacts of 
its proposed Clean Power Plan than can be gleaned from the current highly uncertain, 
and we believe high-biased, SCC values. The specific economic impact arguments are 
being developed through lawsuits against the EPA by states and companies affected by 
the proposed Clean Power Plan regulations, while it appears that the EPA has not 
performed the serious scientific and economic analyses Congress expects for justifying 
new regulations. 

3.9 Need to Remove Uncertainty from Climate Projections 

While the long-term GMST projections to 2100 and beyond are impossible to make 
precisely, the key conclusion from a conservative bounding approach employed in our 
analysis, is that we do not have a rapidly developing climate problem requiring swift 
corrective action. We have time to study this issue in a more disciplined and focused 
research manner with the goal of developing a true broad-based scientific position with 
minimal uncertainty, regarding possible GMST rise due to GHG emissions in the future. 
This broadly based scientific position of the US scientific community is required before 
our government tries to take risky and ineffective unilateral GHG emission control 
actions based on a far-too-incomplete scientific and economic impact understanding of 
the issue. 


4.0 NEED FOR VALIDATED MODELS TO SUPPORT PUBLIC POLICY DECISIONS 

We believe the key mistake that has been made in climate research funded by the US 
government so far, is that too many studies with un-validated models have been funded. 
In our experience with manned space exploration, such extremely complex and un¬ 
validated models cannot be believed for any rational public policy decision-making with 
potentially severe unintended consequences. There is no true scientific information, 
consistent with The Scientific Method, to be learned from such poorly allocated research 
funding. We observe that overly complex and un-validated models are being used to 
estimate important climate change metrics such as TCR and Equilibrium Climate 
Sensitivity (ECS), when much more accurate metrics, without uncertainty added by un- 
validated models, can be determined more directly from climate data, as we and several 
other researchers have done. The data indicate low climate sensitivity to atmospheric 
C02. All other un-validated model determinations of climate sensitivity that result in 
much higher C02 climate sensitivity uncertainty estimates published by the IPCC, are 
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worthless speculation and should not be used in decision-making with potentially severe 
unintended consequences. 

A basic flaw in the current Federal government response to the AGW threat is that 
climate scientists are basing their concerns on complex, un-validated climate simulation 
model results, rather than using available data in a more scientifically based 
assessment of the threat. NASA has strict policies documented in NASA-STD-7009 
against the use of un-validated models for design or operational decisions regarding 
human safety. We believe the national assets represented by NASA and the US 
military regarding decision making for mitigation of threats should be employed by the 
US government to deal with the AGW concern. 


5.0 NEED FOR DISCIPLINED ROOT CAUSE ANALYSIS AND DECISION-MAKING 

In dealing with safety related threats in the manned space program, we use disciplined 
processes to define Problems in terms of parameter deviations outside of normal or 
safe limits. We analyze and prove root cause(s) of Problems by analyzing the specific 
data of the Problem definition and specifications in terms of What?, Where?, When? 
and How Much? these deviations occur, as well as answers to these same questions 
related to similar situations where deviations don’t occur. The entire anthropogenic 
global warming (AGW) “Problem” the EPA has been trying to mitigate with GHG 
emissions regulations, is not a Problem for which root cause can currently be 
determined, within our strict Problem definition, as GMST has not deviated beyond the 
normal range of the last 10,000 years that had nothing to do with GHG emissions. 
What we have is a Potential Problem or AGW threat that we should, as a nation formally 
address, but this threat is developing slowly enough that a more rational government 
response to the threat would be to focus near term research on removing excessive and 
unnecessary scientific uncertainty regarding magnitude and timing of the threat. 

If disciplined Problem Solving and Decision-Making processes were used at the EPA as 
they are in other agencies focused on scientific matters, the EPA would need to define 
environmental Problems in terms of metrics that define deviations in harmful substance 
concentrations outside of well-established safe limits. They need to demonstrate their 
knowledge of the science that defines safe limits. Once these limits are established, 
they need to determine true root cause(s) for the deviations beyond safe limits. The 
EPA should develop a broad array of options that could be considered to mitigate the 
defined problem. Imposing new regulations might represent several possible options 
with varying degrees of effectivity and economic costs, but these may not be the optimal 
actions for the government to take considering cost, schedule and effectiveness of all 
options identified and evaluated. The EPA should not take the view that its charter is to 
impose new regulations. Instead, the EPA should assess environmental concerns, 
determine root cause of Problems and recommend to our federal government the 
optimal solution the government should take to resolve the issue. 
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Our research team has investigated the scientific arguments on either side of the 
complex climate issues leading to the EPA Endangerment Finding regarding GHG 
emissions, as well as the scientific work and documentation of the Interagency Working 
Group (IWG) and the EPA in Technical Support Documents (TSD) describing 
computation of the Social Cost of Carbon (SCC) metric. The EPA and other regulating 
agencies use SCC to represent a cost/benefit analysis of specific regulations aimed to 
reduce GHG emissions. We find the scientific work by the IWG and EPA on these 
issues to be extremely poor and dangerously inadequate, given the possible severe 
economic damage to the US economy and US citizens from EPA regulations being 
justified by the current SCC metric. We have previously expressed our concerns and 
specific scientific issues regarding the SCC computation assumptions and methodology 
in Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and EPA official calls for public comment 
on the SCC issue, and proposed regulations economically justified to Congress with the 
current SCC values. We have had no response to our serious, legitimate concerns that 
are summarized once again, in this report. This part of the public comment process 
intended by Congress to be somewhat of a check on unbridled authority of the EPA 
seems to be dysfunctional. 

We observe that Congress has granted the EPA extremely vast power to create 
regulations that can have severe negative consequences for US companies and 
citizens. This power has vastly increased in scope, certainly far beyond what Congress 
intended with its passage of the Clean Air Act, through activist moves by the Executive 
and Judicial branches of government, that remain unchecked by the US Congress. The 
US Congress needs to rectify usurpation of power by the EPA through its 
implementation of ideological political agendas of the Executive Branch, and through 
Supreme Court decisions upholding EPA’s interpretation of power granted to it by the 
Clean Air Act. This will require longer term legislative action if Congress disagrees, as 
we do, with EPA claims upheld by the US Supreme Court, that C02 is a pollutant in the 
sense Congress intended to define pollution in the Clean Air Act. 

It is scientifically embarrassing to our team of experienced and accomplished Apollo 
Program scientists and engineers, that our government could officially declare that C02 
is a “pollutant” that needs to be regulated. C02 is a colorless, odorless, non-toxic, trace 
gas in our atmosphere, essential to sustain all plant and animal life on this planet. 
Available data indicate that burning all fossil fuel reserves on the planet could only 
create an atmospheric C02 concentration less than 10 percent of previous 7000 ppm 
naturally occurring levels experienced in our planet’s history. At the last glacial maxima 
about 21,000 years ago, our planet came dangerously close through natural processes 
that reduce atmospheric C02 levels, to the 150 ppm critical point where plant life cannot 
grow. This would have truly represented a climate disaster for our planet. Fortunately, 
increased atmospheric C02 levels from natural warming out of the last glacial 
maximum, and perhaps some additional amount returned to the atmosphere previously 
sequestered in fossil fuels, has moved us away from the brink of a clear climate disaster 
due to too little atmospheric C02 concentration. An optimal level of atmospheric C02 
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concentration has not been scientifically established, considering all factors. We allow 
more than 10 times the current 400 ppm atmospheric concentration of C02 on our 
International Space Station with no concerns for astronaut safety. 

By upholding the EPA’s Endangerment Finding, the Court has agreed that the EPA has 
authority to regulate C02 emissions. The US Supreme Court does not have the 
scientific expertise to understand and adjudicate complex scientific matters. More 
appropriately, this should be the responsibility of scientific review boards, with 
membership from a broad spectrum of scientific expertise and experience selected by 
Congressional oversight to be free of any conflicts of interest. As pointed out in above 
discussions of this report, the EPA has demonstrated its lack of scientific expertise in 
the method it selected to compute SCC to justify the cost/benefits of its GHG emissions 
regulations, and has been scientifically irresponsible in its decisions to regulate this 
critical chemical compound without due regard for potential unintended consequences. 

The scientific arguments used by the EPA to classify C02 as a pollutant in its famous 
Endangerment Finding allowed by the US Supreme Court, need to be reviewed by an 
independent scientific review board composed of a broad range of US scientific, 
engineering and mathematical expertise, and whose members are carefully vetted for 
potential conflicts of interest. 
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APPENDIX A 


DERIVATION OF THE TRCS CLIMATE MODEL 


A1.0 ENERGY BALANCE OF THE EARTH CLIMATE SYSTEM 
A1.1 Kiehl-Trenberth Energy Transport Diagrams 

Figure A-1.0, adapted from Trenberth et. al. (2009), shows a diagram of the power in 
W/m 2 of the spherical earth surface area entering and leaving the Earth’s climate 
system, and the various heat transport mechanisms of the Earth’s surface and 
atmosphere that affect earth surface temperature. Kiehl and Trenberth introduced such 
energy flow diagrams in 1997 and have continued to update them as more data have 
become available. 
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Figure A-1.0 Annual average instantaneous global energy flows 

This diagram was updated in Trenberth et. al. (2009) based on satellite measurements 
for incoming and outgoing radiation at the Top of the Atmosphere (TOA) as explained in 
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detail in the referenced article. The only modification to this figure originally presented 
by the authors was to simplify it to show only the net power radiated from the surface 
and to delete the large 333 W/m 2 radiated in opposing directions between the surface 
and atmosphere. Although climate scientists prefer to show the energy radiated to the 
surface by the atmosphere because the atmosphere contains “heat trapping” GHG, this 
unnecessarily complicates the essential physics of radiation heat transfer leaving the 
surface and atmosphere and flowing to deep space that needs to be analyzed. 

In engineering practice, when two surfaces at different temperature, such as the earth’s 
surface and a cooler surface within the atmosphere, have a radiation exchange, it is 
common practice to only examine the net energy radiated out beyond the cooler body 
and to ignore the equal and opposite radiation exchanges between the warmer and 
cooler body. Also, provided in Fig. A-1.0 are annual average values for continuous 
rates of energy flow transported by these mechanisms based on measured data. Many 
diagrams such as Figure A-1.0 appear in climate science literature with only small 
variations of the numerical values appearing in various technical publications. These 
energy transport rates are generally accepted by the entire climate science community 
and for purposes used herein, we will use the values provided in Figure A-1.0 


A1.2 Problems with General Circulation Models (GCM) Used in Climate Science 

General Circulation Models (GCMs) used for studies in most climate science 
publications attempt to model in a forward time simulation the variations in all the 
complex chemistry and physics governing processes in Figure A-1.0 within the oceans, 
land masses and atmosphere, as well as exchanges between the oceans, land and 
atmosphere that affect all the energy transport quantities. They attempt to model how 
increasing concentrations of GHG in the atmosphere will affect these heat transport 
variables over periods of thousands of years. Many publications in climate science 
present computed results of these very complex, but un-validated, models that are of 
questionable scientific value as they don’t adhere to principles of The Scientific Method 
that would require that the model be validated with physical data. From a scientific 
viewpoint, climate change is an extremely difficult problem to simulate with accuracy 
and thus far GCMs have not been developed to the point where they can be validated 
by actual climate data. Fortunately, GCMs are not the only way that science can 
determine the effects of atmospheric GHG on earth surface temperature changes. This 
can be accomplished with greater accuracy and certainty, through analysis of available 
data as will be demonstrated herein. 

An obvious problem with the GCM climate simulation approach is revealed in Figure A- 
1.0 where just one very complex problem to simulate accurately is the approximate 80 
W/m 2 of latent heat transported from the surface to colder levels of the atmosphere by 
water evaporation and condensation cycles. Water covers 71 percent of the earth’s 
surface and water evaporation is a complex phenomenon to simulate accurately, as it is 
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a function of water temperature, relative humidity of the few inch thickness of air 
exchanging water vapor with the water surface, relative humidity of higher layers of the 
atmosphere, surface winds, water surface roughness, water droplets launched into the 
less humid layers of air by rough seas, etc. A popular simulation attempted by GCMs is 
to compute the increase in surface temperature caused by a doubling of C02 
concentration in the atmosphere. C02 molecules constitute only about 0.04 percent of 
all molecules in our atmosphere, most often expressed as 400 ppmv (parts per million 
by volume, and also abbreviated by ppm). The basic quantum physics modeled in 
infrared radiation absorbed and re-radiated by GHG molecules indicates a 3.71 W/m 2 
reduction in infrared energy leaving the TOA by doubling atmospheric C02 
concentration, before effects of other possible related climate changes (feedbacks) are 
considered. The GCMs attempt to compute how radiation heat transfer within the 
atmosphere out to deep space is affected by the change in atmospheric C02 
concentration, as well as other climate feedbacks that may also affect earth surface 
temperature due to change in the C02 trace gas in our atmosphere. But to detect this 
effect in simulation results on earth surface temperature, an accurate simulation of all 
other heat transport mechanisms shown in Figure A-1.0 affecting earth surface 
temperature, plus others within the earth’s oceans is required. To the extent that 
natural processes are not well-understood or cannot be simulated accurately, the 
effects of doubling C02 cannot be determined accurately by GCMs. 

For example, only a 5 percent simulated error of 4 W/m 2 in how the latent heat transfer 
of 80 W/m 2 will change during the time the C02 concentration doubles, would affect 
computed earth surface temperature as much as the expected change from doubling 
C02 concentration. At current rates of C02 concentration increase in our atmosphere, 
it will take about 230 years to double the 1850 C02 concentration. In our experience 
with such complex models, GCMs cannot be expected to compute so many complex 
processes with less than 5 percent error in any of these energy transport mechanisms 
over a 230 year period required to compute our TCS = TCR metric, much less the more 
than 1000 years required to compute the ECS metric. 

The widely varying numerical results from such GCMs are being used in the climate 
science literature and by the IWG and EPA to be indicative of the uncertainty in the TCR 
and ECS metrics. This kind of un-scientific uncertainty is being injected into public 
policy decisions at the EPA with potentially severe adverse consequences for our 
nation, if the wrong decision is made on either side of the AGW issue. The inability of 
climate scientists to reduce their factor of 3 uncertainty in the ECS metric in more than 
35 years of study, is clear evidence that a new approach, devoid of un-validated GCM 
influences, is needed for public policy purposes. If only an accurate measure of how 
Global Mean Surface Temperature (GMST) will change with changes in atmospheric 
C02 concentration to compute SCC, as is the case for current SCC calculations, then 
there are much simpler models with much less uncertainty in computed results that can 
and should be used for this purpose. Moreover, these simpler models can be validated 
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by climate data and are well-suited for use in public policy decision-making. We 
demonstrate the derivation and validation of one such model herein. 

A1.3 A Data-Driven Approach for Determining C02 Climate Sensitivity 

We will herein demonstrate the rigorous derivation and validation of a much simpler 
modeling approach based on well-known Laws of Physics, and constrained by available 
data, that provides a much more accurate and less uncertain value for the TCS = TCR 
metric that is best suited for public policy decisions. Other researchers such as Ring et. 
al. (2012), Otto et. al. (2013), Lewis and Curry (2014) and Lewis (2016) and several 
others have demonstrated independent, but related data constrained models that can 
estimate both TCR = TCS and ECS metrics, and have close agreement with our model 
that determines TCS. Uncertainty in ECS is primarily associated with sparse data 
available required to determine more precisely variations in the 0.9 W/m 2 value in Figure 
A-1.0 for surface heat that is transported to the deep ocean and may be expected to be 
recovered at the surface in 1000 years or more. The transient climate sensitivity 
metrics of TCS and TCR are not affected by this poorly known value and, we submit, 
are much better suited than ECS for forecasting GMST in a 300 year horizon, as 
required in the SCC calculation. 


A2.0 USING FIRST PRINCIPLES TO OBTAIN SIMPLE HIGH-CONFIDENCE 
MODELS 

The First Law of Thermodynamics, that is a statement of the Conservation of Energy, 
requires that the difference between incoming and outgoing energy flows of a system as 
shown in Figure A-1.0 results in a change in internal energy of the system, as measured 
by internal temperature of the system. The average annual temperature of the earth’s 
surface, also referred to as GMST, varies very little because of a powerful temperature 
regulating mechanism resulting from the Stefan-Boltzmann (SB) Law that determines 
energy radiated from the surface of a body that is a function of the surface absolute 
temperature raised to the 4 th power, 

(Radiation Heat Transfer) = AeaT 4 Watts (W) 

(Radiation Heat Transfer)/A = eaT 4 W/m 2 

where 

A = radiation surface area, m 2 

e = emissivity constant for specific surface characteristics and coatings 
a = Stefan-Boltzmann Constant = 5.67(10)' 8 W/m 2 /K 4 
T = absolute temperature of the radiating surface, deg Kelvin (K) 
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This sensitive T 4 relationship provides a strong and smoothly continuous heat transport 
feedback mechanism for surface temperature control. The maximum local surface 
radiation heat transport to deep space occurs during daylight hours when local surface 
temperature is highest, but this heat transport process continues through the night time 
hours at reduced rates of heat transfer, as the surface temperature cools from outgoing 
radiation heat transfer, before surface re-heating during the next daylight period. 

The climate model developed herein will use these basic Laws of Physics to quantify 
how yearly average changes in key system parameters are related to GMST change. 
The basic theory for how atmospheric Greenhouse Gases (GHG) can warm the earth’s 
surface results in a lower rate of energy (power) being radiated to deep space by a 
given earth surface temperature. In engineering practice, this kind of decrease in 
radiated energy from a surface is modeled as a decrease in emissivity that can be 
measured, in lieu of the much more difficult and uncertain task of computing this 
emissivity decrease from models as GCMs attempt to do. 

A2.1 Earth Surface Energy Balance Model 

Note in Fig. A-1.0 at the TOA, the energy balance obtained by: 

Short wave radiation in - Short wave radiation reflected = long wave radiation leaving 

341 W/m 2 -102 W/m 2 = 239 W/m 2 

This rough calculation ignores a small amount of energy transported from the surface to 
the cold deep oceans that should be recovered at the surface in some future state of 
equilibrium of incoming and outgoing radiation and earth surface and atmospheric 
temperatures. 

A closer examination of values presented in Fig. A-1.0 for all energy transport 
quantities, reveals that currently, a small rate of heat energy (Q = 0.9 W/m 2 ) is absorbed 
by the Earth’s surface and transported to the deep cold ocean without being radiated 
back to space. 

A 1000 mile arc of the Earth’s surface and the top of the Stratosphere 14 miles above 
the surface are shown approximately to scale in Fig. A-1.1, revealing the very thin layer 
of the atmosphere that provides a very complex alteration of IR energy radiated from 
the earth’s surface. GCMs spend much of their effort trying to simulate what happens in 
the 







Figure A-1.1 Energy balance of the earth surface and atmosphere to top of 

Stratosphere 

thin atmosphere region between the surface and top of the Stratosphere. But this is 
totally unnecessary to determine earth surface temperature sensitivity to atmospheric 
GHG and aerosol concentrations because relatively accurate measurements can be 
made to determine this sensitivity. Only simple models based on first principles are 
needed to reduce the data to determine this sensitivity relationship. 

Fig. A-1.1 is a simplification of Figure A-1.0 showing only energy flows into and out of a 
different control volume (climate system) boundary defined by the Earth’s surface and 
the top of the Stratosphere indicated by the dashed line. The GHG in the small 
thickness of the atmosphere below the top of the Stratosphere affects these energy 
flows. Once the IR radiated from the surface and absorbed and re-radiated by gases in 
the relatively thin thickness of atmosphere reaches the top of the Stratosphere, it is 
radiated out to deep space (238.5 W/m 2 in Fig. A-1.1) without being absorbed by GHG 
higher in the atmosphere. There is essentially no water vapor above the top of the 
Troposphere, ranging from 12 miles above the surface in the tropics to only 4.3 miles 
above the surface at the poles in winter. But there is still enough air density and well- 
mixed GHG in the Stratosphere to absorb and re-radiate IR trying to escape to deep 
space. However, there is only about 2 percent of the mass of the atmosphere located 
above the nominal 22 km (13.7 miles) altitude of the top of the Stratosphere, and the 
density of GHG molecules above the Stratosphere is too small to absorb and re-radiate 
significant amounts of IR escaping from the top of the Stratosphere. Therefore, it is the 
relatively thin thickness of the atmosphere up to 14 miles altitude that affects earth 
surface emissivity for surface IR energy radiation to deep space. 

Drawing this new climate system boundary at the earth’s surface changes the power 
balance equation above so that the rate of energy being absorbed within this climate 
system only applies to the atmosphere up to the 14 miles altitude. Because the heat 
storage capacity of the atmosphere is much, much less than the earth and its oceans, 
any rate of heat storage in the atmosphere can be ignored compared to the nominal 0.9 
W/m 2 being stored below the earth’s surface. Therefore, for this alternate definition of a 
climate system, we can assume a balance of heat flow entering and leaving the system 
defined within boundaries of the earth surface and top of the Stratosphere in Fig. A-1.1. 
We idealize this part of the atmosphere as a thin coating on the surface that affects the 
emissivity of the Earth’s surface as a function of GHG and aerosol concentrations in the 
atmosphere. This allows us to write the SB equation for earth surface temperature in 
the power balance equation as: 

e(W, C, G)aT 4 = (1 -a)S-Q (A-1) 
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where, 

emissivity (e) of the earth’s surface, including atmospheric effects, is assumed to be a 
function of atmospheric concentrations of water vapor (W), carbon dioxide (C) and other 
well-mixed GHG and aerosols (G). 

a = effective albedo of earth surface and atmosphere reflecting incoming short wave 
radiation back to deep space = 101.9/341.3 = 0.2986 

a = the Stefan-Boltzmann constant = 5.67(10)' 8 W/m 2 /K 4 

T = Global Mean Surface Temperature GMST, deg, K 

In the case of water vapor concentration in eq. (A-1), as in most complex climate 
simulation models, we will assume that the change in atmospheric water vapor 
concentration, W, is due only to atmospheric warming or cooling caused by changes in 
C and G. With this assumption, eq. (1) can be written as 

e(W(C,G), C, G)aT 4 = (1 -a)S-Q (A-2) 

From the measured outgoing average IR = 238.5 W/m 2 and a current value for T = 
288K, the current global mean emissivity of the Earth’s surface including atmospheric 
effects can be computed from: 

Outgoing long wave IR to deep space = eaT 4 = 238.5 W/m 2 

e = 238.5/[a(288) 4 ] = 0.611 (A-3) 


A2.2 Changes in The Earth Surface Energy Balance 

If we take a total differential of the power balance equation (2), we obtain an equation 
that describes the relationship between changes in all variables, including GMST 
change, dT. 

+ £ dC + ^ + 5§> dG I* 74 + 4e(W,C,G)cjT 3 dT= (1-a)dS - Sda - dQ 
dT = [ 1/(4ecrT 3 )]{- ♦ J§)dC ♦ + ff)dG ]cV ♦ (1-a)dS - Sda - dQ} (A-4) 

= M- I'-T-'-T- + —jdC + + fi)dG ]oT 4 + (1-a)dS - Sda - dQ } (A-5) 

The terms in { } in eq. (A-5) are called radiative forcing terms in climate science that 
cause changes in T, denoted by dT, due to independent variations in all variables on the 
right hand side (RHS) of eq. (A-5). The terms involving changes in W due to changes in 
C and G are called “water vapor” feedback effects due to changes in C and G. 

In most climate science publications, including IPCC Reports, X, is treated as a constant 
relating changes in surface temperature due to radiative forcing changes. A value for 
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X is typically determined from empirical data relating surface temperature changes to 
radiative force changes over a certain period of time. Here we recognize from eq. (A-4) 
that due to consequences of conservation of energy and mathematical manipulation by 
the rules of differential calculus, X can be computed from other known quantities as, 

X = [ 1/{4eoT 3 }] = [1/{(4)(0.611 )(5.67)(10)' s (288) 3 }] = 0.302 K/(W/m 2 ) (A-6) 

Now, let us examine the partial derivative terms in equation (A-5) and consider their 
meaning. According to Quantum Mechanics considerations and the ability of GHG to 
absorb and re-radiate IR emanating from the Earth’s surface, increases in atmospheric 
concentration of C or G should decrease the rate of IR leaving our atmosphere. This is 
modeled in eq. (A-5) as decreases in emissivity, e, caused by increases in the 
concentrations represented by C and G. Therefore, the partial derivatives of e 
multiplying positive GHG concentration changes, dC and dG, have negative values. 
However, the minus (-) sign in front of these terms from transposing them to the RHS of 
the equation, and the negative value of the partials, indicate these terms contribute to 
increases in T (positive radiative forcing) as would also be expected from an increase in 
T required to offset a decrease in emissivity and maintain a constant heat rejection to 
deep space. 

Note also that the differentials for GHG concentrations in eq. (A-5) multiply the quantity, 
aT 4 , giving these terms radiative force units of W/m 2 . With reduced emissivity for the 
earth’s surface, the power flow balance equation requires an increase in earth surface 
temperature to maintain the necessary balance to continue to radiate to deep space, the 
energy absorbed from the Sun each day that isn’t transported to the deep cold oceans. 

It is generally accepted by most climate scientists that doubling CO 2 concentration in 
the atmosphere, will result in 3.4 to 3.71 W/m 2 radiative forcing without the water vapor 
and other feedback effects. This range of values has been determined by calculations 
of how the narrow wave length bands for which IR is absorbed and re-radiated by CO 2 
molecules in the atmosphere, are affected by greater concentrations of CO 2 . At certain 
CO 2 concentration levels, all the IR radiated from the surface in certain narrow wave 
length bands is absorbed and re-radiated. Therefore, further increases in atmospheric 
C0 2 concentration will not increase absorption of IR radiated from the surface, and the 
remaining outgoing IR will escape to deep space without further warming of the 
atmosphere and earth surface. 

The overlap of IR absorption bands for water vapor and CO 2 are also considered in 
computing the IR absorbed in specific common absorption bands by nominal 
concentrations of water vapor, and considering the additional IR that could be absorbed 
in the common absorption bands by increases in CO 2 concentration. This “saturation” 
of IR absorption frequency bands at specific CO 2 concentration levels, results in a 
radiative forcing function that is logarithmic with respect to increasing concentrations of 
C0 2 . 
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Using a conservatively high value of 3.71 W/m 2 radiative forcing for a doubling of C02 
concentration, C ppm, the following function for the yearly radiative forcing due to the 
increasing yearly average value of atmospheric CO 2 concentration, C(year), since 1850 
can be written: 

[ ^dC(year) ] aT 4 = 3.71{LOG[C(year)/C(1850)]/LOG[2]} W/m 2 (A- 

7) 

[ ^dC(year) ] aT 4 = 3.71{LOG[C(year)/284.7]/LOG[2]} W/m 2 (A- 

8 ) 

where 284.7 ppm is the best estimate for atmospheric CO 2 concentration in 1850 
determined from East Antarctica Law Dome ice core data published by NOAA. 
Equation (A-8) shows that when C(year) reaches 569.4 ppm, double the 1850 value of 
284.7, then the total radiative force change due to atmospheric C02 will be 

3.71 {LOG[569.4/284.7]/LOG[2]} = 3.71 W/m 2 (A- 

9) 

For continued simplicity, and illustrative purposes, we assume that the radiative forcing 
due to long-lived and well-mixed GHG, other than C0 2 , can be modeled with a function 
that is proportional to CO 2 radiative forcing, as the concentrations of these GHG have 
also generally increased with increases in population and industrial activity, 

[^dG(year)] aT 4 = (p)3.71{LOG[C(year)/284.7]/LOG[2]} W/m 2 (A-10) 

and where the average value for p since 1850, based on IPCC AR5 GHG and aerosol 
historical data, is about 0.5. Alternatively, we could model the total radiative forcing of 
other GHG separately, based on their actual measured concentrations each year, or in 
terms of an equivalent increased concentration of CO 2 that would compute the radiative 
force of these other GHG. If sufficient data were available, we could also define p(t) as 
a known function of time. 

Now let’s examine the terms in eq. (A-5) that model the effects of atmospheric water 
vapor increase due to the effects of increasing concentrations of C and G. We will 
model this water vapor feedback effect with a parameter, w, that computes the radiative 
forcing of increased atmospheric water vapor proportional to the combined radiative 
forcing of C0 2 , other well-mixed GHG, and aerosols, 

[( S^ )dC + > dG l aJ ‘ =w(1+P)(3.71)LOG[C(year)/284.7]/LOG[2] (A-11) 

In addition to water vapor feedbacks, there may be other climate feedbacks affecting 
earth surface temperature in response to the radiative forcing of CO 2 , other well-mixed 
GHG, and aerosols. We model the radiative force of these feedbacks that may result 
from the net of albedo changes caused by aerosol concentrations and other factors as a 
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fraction, f, of the radiative forcing of C02, other well-mixed GHG and aerosol 
concentrations: 

Other radiative force feedbacks = f(1+p)(3.71)LOG[C(year)/284.7]/LOG[2] (A-12) 

Substituting equations (A-8), (A-9), (A-11) and (A-12) into eq. (A-5) yields 
dT(year) = [0.302]{(1+w+f)(1+p)(3.71)LOG[C(year)/284.7]/LOG[2]+(1-a)dS-Sda-dQ} 

.(A-13) 

All variables in eq. (A-13) are considered to be annual global average values, although 
for brevity, this notation was dropped for the a, da, S, dS, and dQ variables. 

From eq. (A-13) we note that the temperature change due only to the direct doubling of 
CO 2 concentration with no response of climate feedbacks can be written, 

dTco 2 = [0.302](3.71)= 1.12K 

This is a well-known value in climate science given as the direct amount of surface 
warming that will occur for doubling atmospheric C02 levels, without any of the complex 
feedback mechanisms modeled in very complex climate simulation models. 

Using eq. (A-13), we can write a function describing our definition for Transient Climate 
Sensitivity (TCS) as the annual GMST change resulting from the doubling of 
atmospheric C02 levels by the actual slow yearly increase in atmospheric C02 levels, 
including all climate feedbacks: 

TCS = [0.302]{(1 +w+f )(3.71)} (A-14) 

This definition for TCS includes the temperature change due to water vapor and all 
other feedback effects, as represented in the actual temperature data. Using this 
definition for TCS we can now write eq. (A-15) describing the relationship between 
annual average values of the independent variables affecting GMST as, 

dT(year) = TCS(1+p)LOG[C(year)/284.7]/LOG[2] + 0.302{(1-a)dS - Sda - dQ } (A-15) 

where dT(year) is taken to mean the total GMST change since 1850, since that is the 
reference year for computing radiative force changes of all atmospheric GHG and 
aerosols. 

The change in solar radiation, dS, arriving at the Earth’s orbit increased by about 0.4 
W/m 2 from 1850 to 2005. Using a nominally accepted value of (1-a) = 0.7 and 
computing dS for a Total Solar Irradiance (TSI) increase of 0.4 W/m 2 referenced to the 
entire surface area of the Earth, as 4 times the circular disc area of the Earth 
intercepting sunlight: 

(1-a)dS = (0.7)0.4/4 = 0.07 W/m 2 
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Assuming a gradual linear increase in TSI over the time period 1850-2005, we can write 
for the temperature rise due to the (1-a)dS term in eq. (15), 

0.302{[1 -a]dS(year)} = 0.302(0.7(0.1 )(year-1850)/(2005-1850) K 

= 0.021 (year-1850)/(155) K 

Since the forcing terms due to GHG and TSI are monotonically increasing functions 
(ignoring much smaller TSI oscillations due to the 11 year sunspot cycle) over the 
period 1850-2005, we can write a monotonically increasing component of dT(year) as, 

dT m (year) = TCS(1+p)LOG[C(year)/284.7]/LOG[2] + 0.021 (year-1850)/(155) (A- 

16) 

dT m (year) = TCS(1+p)LOG[C(year)/284.7]/LOG[2] + 0.021, year > 2005 (A- 

16a) 

The solar TSI has fallen since about 2005 and is forecast to continue to fall for the next 
several hundred years. Therefore, when used to forecast HadCRUT4 temperatures 
beyond 2005, equation (A-16a) should provide some extra conservatism with respect to 
temperature rise due only to GHG effects. 

Since random and cyclic patterns of temperature variation are observed in the surface 
temperature datasets with long histories such as HadCRUT4 and GISTEMP, the cyclic 
behavior in surface temperature must result from the da, dS, and/or dQ terms in eq. 
(A-15). Some short lived random effects are due to variations in da caused by large 
volcanic eruptions that seem to occur at random intervals. Therefore, using eqs. (A-16) 
and (A-16a), the equation for variations in earth surface temperature can be separated 
into terms providing monotonically increasing and cyclic components as shown in eq. 
(A-17). 

dT(year) = dT m (year) + dT c (year) 

= TCS(1 +p)LOG[C(year)/284.7]/LOG[2] + 0.021 (year-1850)/(155) + dT c (year) (A-17) 


In Section 2.2.5 of this report, the TCS(1+p) undetermined constant in the dT m (year) 
function is evaluated on the basis of the long term GMST rise since 1850 that is 
approximated by the HadCRUT4 temperature anomaly. The value TCS(1+p) = 1.8C 
was determined from this parameter identification approach. Analysis of the 
atmospheric GHG and aerosol concentration increases since 1850 in the IPCC AR5 
Report and the radiative force contributed by GHG other than C02 and aerosols 
indicated over the period since 1850, p is approximately 0.5. Although TCS(1+p) = 
1.8C only has uncertainty due to the long term GMST rise since 1850 and the C02 
concentration in 1850, TCS = 1,2C, has more uncertainty as it is estimated from 

TCS(1 +0.5) = 1.8C 
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However, long term GMST rise due to atmospheric GHG and aerosols can be more 
accurately forecast with, 

dT(year) = dT m (year) = 1,8LOG[C(year)/284.7]/LOG[2] + 0.021 year > 2005 
dT(year) = GMST(year) - GMST(1850) 

GMST(year) - GMST(1850) = 1,8LOG[C(year)/284.7]/LOG[2] + 0.021 year > 2005 

.(A-18) 
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From: Flal Doiron 

To: Bridenstine James <james.f.bridenstine@nasa.gov>, Stephen Jurczyk 

<stephen.g.jurczyk@nasa.gov>, Bridenstine, James F. (FIQ-AA000) 
</o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group 

(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=72cc6ec79d93464ead737fa64d4904fc- 
Bridenstine>, Jurczyk, Stephen G. (FIQ-AI000) </o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange 
Administrative Group 

(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=bf4156a0bd4045ff881a6b567294c9a9- 
Jurczyk, St> 

Sent: March 21,2019 12:00:29 PM EDT 

Received: March 21,2019 12:03:39 PM EDT 

Please consider the important issues regarding NASA top management oversight of NASA climate research discussed 
in the attached email and why many of us former NASA employees whose careers helped NASA achieve high levels 
of scientific and engineering achievements, believe an independent non-advocacy scientific review of NASA and other 
US government climate science publications is long overdue. Based on our The Right Climate Stuff research team's 
independent review and assessment of the human-caused global warming controversy, we believe such an official 
review would reveal that use of un-validated models in much of NASA employee climate science publications is a 
basic problem that needs to be corrected. 

Best regards, 

Hal Doiron 

Harold H. Doiron, PhD 
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— Forwarded Message. 

From: Hal Doiron 

To: TRCS DISTRIBUTION 

Sent: Thursday, March 21,2019 09:53:41 AM CDT 

Subject: Fw: Media coverage of joint letter on Happer commission 

The quote below from Myron Ebell who led President Trump's Transition Team at the EPA, in one of the news articles 
he provides regarding political wrangling over support for a Presidential Commission on Climate Security, reveals a big 
problem in lack of NASA management oversight of its climate research that has always bothered me. 

“Remember the [EPA's C02] endangerment finding is based on a bunch of government scientific reports,” Ebell said. 
He noted that the EPA didn’t conduct the reports itself, but rather relies on climate science conducted by NASA and 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration." 

Daily on Energy: A last ditch effort to unravel EPA's climate authority 

<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A_www.washingtonexaminer.com_policy_energy_daily-2Don- 

2Denergy-2Da-2Dlast-2Dditch-2Deffort-2Dto-2Dunravel-2Depas-2Dclimate- 

2Dauthority&d=DwMFaQ&c=ApwzowJNAKKw3xye91 w7BE1XMRKi2LN9kiMk5Csz9Zk&r=COaKhYUsTOIgrOLD- 

D1nNo4vZ8GBmPQV2uSrtXluXYU&m=MUjoRPuL4-l4ermLd-BUSGwVC7dlXj8CjxpQ0QTbeqk&s=kCly0K- 

KvcRtNGDQkWZKt2jyuSbK5OU90yglFNTIXPA&e=> 


Fw_ Media coverage of joint letter on 
Happer commission 








Daily on Energy: A last ditch effort to unravel EPA's climate authority 


SIGN UP! If you’d like to continue receiving Washington Examiner's Daily on Energy newsletter, SUBSCRIBE HERE: 
h... 

<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A_www.washingtonexaminer.com_policy_energy_daily-2Don- 

2Denergy-2Da-2Dlast-2Dditch-2Deffort-2Dto-2Dunravel-2Depas-2Dclimate- 

2Dauthority&d=DwMFaQ&c=ApwzowJNAKKw3xye91 w7BE1XMRKi2LN9kiMk5Csz9Zk&r=COaKhYUsTOIgrOLD- 

D1nNo4vZ8GBmPQV2uSrtXluXYU&m=MUjoRPuL4-l4ermLd-BUSGwVC7dlXj8CjxpQ0QTbeqk&s=kCly0K- 

KvcRtNGDQkWZKt2jyuSbK5OU90yglFNTIXPA&e=> 

NASA's Chief Scientist, Dr. Waleed Abdalati, told us back in 2012 in response to our "NASA retirees letter to 
Administrator Bolden" through his Huffington Post interview, that NASA as an agency didn't take a position on human- 
caused global warming, but instead allowed its employees to publish results of its climate research in peer-reviewed 
scientific journals. 

Astronauts Blast NASA Over Global Warming <https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https- 

3A_www.huffingtonpost.com_2012_04_11_nasa-2Dglobal-2Dwarming-2Dletter-2Dastronauts-5Fn- 

5F1418017.html&d=DwMFaQ&c=ApwzowJNAKKw3xye91w7BE1XMRKi2LN9kiMk5Csz9Zk&r=C0aKhYUsT0lgrOLD- 

D1nNo4vZ8GBmPQV2uSrtXluXYU&m=MUjoRPuL4-l4ermLd- 

BUSGwVC7dlXj8CjxpQ0QTbeqk&s=V3NQKul6uEjTpMI3g2f5g9TIL17ohpnyXN7YWGLiE1M&e=> 

Astronauts Blast NASA Over Global Warming 

Is NASA playing fast and loose with climate change science? That's the contention of a group of 49 former NASA s... 

<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A_www.huffingtonpost.com_2012_04_11_nasa-2Dglobal- 

2Dwarming-2Dletter-2Dastronauts-5Fn- 

5F1418017.html&d=DwMFaQ&c=ApwzowJNAKKw3xye91w7BE1XMRKi2LN9kiMk5Csz9Zk&r=C0aKhYUsT0lgrOLD- 

D1nNo4vZ8GBmPQV2uSrtXluXYU&m=MUjoRPuL4-l4ermLd- 

BUSGwVC7dlXj8CjxpQ0QTbeqk&s=V3NQKul6uEjTpMI3g2f5g9TIL17ohpnyXN7YWGLiE1M&e=> 

This is a heck of a lot less NASA management oversight of NASA employee work quality than we all experienced 
during our NASA manned space careers where periodic non-advocacy reviews of major programs were just "business 
as usual". 

NASA needs to apply the same quality standards via NASA-STD-7009 to its climate simulation models as it does to 
models and simulations used in manned space programs where simulation results are used for critical launch vehicle 
and spacecraft design and operational decisions involving human safety. The consequences to our nation from this 
poor chain of civil servant and NASA Administrator responsibility from NASA climate research to high-impact EPA 
C02 emissions regulations, will be more devastating to our nation than loss of two Space Shuttles and their crews 
where un-validated models played an important role in SRB field joint seal design and operational decisions to 
continue flying Shuttles when it was known that Shuttle System Level II design requirements regarding redundant SRB 
field joint seal design and debris shed from any Shuttle system element, were being violated on most every mission. 

Hal Doiron 


Harold H. Doiron, PhD 



Home/Ofc:[ 


Cell: |j 


Fw_ Media coverage of joint letter on 
Happer commission 





— Forwarded Message 
From: Myron Ebell 
To: Myron Ebell 
Sent: Thursday, March 21,2019 08:52:43 AM CDT 
Subject: Media coverage of joint letter on Flapper commission 



Here is some media coverage so far plus my favorite, a column by Michael Mann and Bob Ward in yesterday’s 
Guardian. According to their authoritative opinion, questioning the claims made by the climate royalty is to employ 
Stalinist tactics. 


https://dailycaller.com/2019/03/18/trump-climate-change-panel/ <https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https- 
3A_dailycaller.com_2019_03_18_trump-2Dclimate-2Dchange- 

2Dpanel_&d=DwMFaQ&c=ApwzowJNAKKw3xye91w7BE1XMRKi2LN9kiMk5Csz9Zk&r=COaKhYUsTOIgrOLD- 

D1nNo4vZ8GBmPQV2uSrtXluXYU&m=MUjoRPuL4-l4ermLd- 

BUSGwVC7dlXj8CjxpQ0QTbeqk&s=F2xVEhayxkb7nihMwLkQ310z7CtFtuXhFI6-3IADZBfXc&e=> 

https://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2019/mar/20/presidents-commission-climate-security-needed-comb/ 

<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A_www.washingtontimes.com_news_2019_mar_20_presidents- 

2Dcommission-2Dclimate-2Dsecurity-2Dneeded- 

2Dcomb_&d=DwMFaQ&c=ApwzowJNAKKw3xye91w7BE1XMRKi2LN9kiMk5Csz9Zk&r=COaKhYUsTOIgrOLD- 

D1nNo4vZ8GBmPQV2uSrtXluXYU&m=MUjoFiPuL4-l4ermLd-BUSGwVC7dlXj8CjxpQ0QTbeqk&s=wJBsl5g6Y- 

EQX7Gslcn0q0bF!3BfvFtpumFSh64cGK3S0&e=> 

https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/policy/energy/daily-on-energy-a-last-ditch-effort-to-unravel-epas-climate- 

authority <https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A_www.washingtonexaminer.com_policy_energy_daily- 

2Don-2Denergy-2Da-2Dlast-2Dditch-2Deffort-2Dto-2Dunravel-2Depas-2Dclimate- 

2Dauthority&d=DwMFaQ&c=ApwzowJNAKKw3xye91 w7BE1XMF!Ki2LN9kiMk5Csz9Zk&r=COaKhYUsTOIgrOLD- 

D1nNo4vZ8GBmPQV2uSrtXluXYU&m=MUjoRPuL4-l4ermLd-BUSGwVC7dlXj8CjxpQ0QTbeqk&s=kCly0K- 

KvcRtNGDQkWZKt2jyuSbK5OU90yglFNTIXPA&e=> 

https://www.rollcall.com/news/congress/panel-dispute-climate-science-facing-debate-white-house 

<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A_www.rollcall.com_news_congress_panel-2Ddispute-2Dclimate- 

2Dscience-2Dfacing-2Ddebate-2Dwhite- 

2Dhouse&d=DwMFaQ&c=ApwzowJNAKKw3xye91w7BE1XMRKi2LN9kiMk5Csz9Zk&r=COaKhYUsTOIgrOLD- 

D1nNo4vZ8GBmPQV2uSrtXluXYU&m=MUjoRPuL4-l4ermLd- 

BUSGwVC7dlXj8CjxpQ0QTbeqk&s=mnzOHGvx4OkTFYISfQ47poBbxiDSI7OOiKAs8Z7fO-Y&e=> 

https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2019/mar/20/donald-trump-stalinist-techniques-climate-science 

<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A_www.theguardian.com_commentisfree_2019_mar_20_donald- 

2Dtrump-2Dstalinist-2Dtechniques-2Dclimate- 

2Dscience&d=DwMFaQ&c=ApwzowJNAKKw3xye91w7BE1XMRKi2LN9kiMk5Csz9Zk&r=COaKhYUsTOIgrOLD- 

D1nNo4vZ8GBmPQV2uSrtXluXYU&m=MUjoRPuL4-l4ermLd-BUSGwVC7dlXj8CjxpQ0QTbeqk&s=tl0SjTAeSyT4B6y- 

yFd99kj-ruqVuR-rvP5kDQSzTkl&e=> 

Myron Ebell 

Director, Center for Energy and Environment 
Competitive Enterprise Institute 


Fw_ Media coverage of joint letter on 
Happer commission 





1310 L Street, N. W., Seventh Floor 
Washington, DC 20005, USA 
Tel direct: 

Tel mobile: 

E-mail: 

Stop continental drift! 
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